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GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants-Respondents. 
Supreme Court Case No. 43627 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL 
Appeal from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District, in and for the County of Ada. 
HONORABLE RICHARD D. GREENWOOD 
ANTRANICK HARRENTSIAN 
APPELLANT PRO SE 
FAIR OAKS, CALIFORNIA 
CHAD E. BERNARDS 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
000002
Date: 11/25/2015 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: TCWEGEKE 
Time: 01 :41 PM ROA Report 
Page 1 of 2 Case: CV-OC-2015-00036 Current Judge: Richard D. Greenwood 
Antranick Harrentsian vs. Gennieve Hill, etal. 
Antranick Harrentsian vs. Gennieve Hill, Frank Hill 
Date Code User Judge 
1/5/2015 NCOC CCRADTER New Case Filed - Other Claims Richard D. Greenwood 
COMP, CCRADTER Complaint Filed Richard D. Greenwood 
SMFI CCRADTER Summons Filed Richard D. Greenwood 
1/26/2015 AFOS CCHEATJL Affidavit Of Service 01.21.2015 Richard D. Greenwood 
1/27/2015 NOAP CCHOLDKJ Notice Of Appearance (Bernards for Gennieve Richard D. Greenwood 
Hill and Frank Hill) 
2/6/2015 ANSW CCHOLDKJ Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve Richard D. Greenwood 
and Frank Hill 
2/18/2015 HRSC, TCPATAKA Hearing Scheduled (Scheduling Conference Richard D. Greenwood 
03/25/2015 04:15 PM) 
2/24/2015 ORDR DCJOHNSI Order Setting Status Conf Richard D. Greenwood 
3/6/2015 MOTN TCLAFFSD Motion To Appear By Telephone For The March Richard D. Greenwood 
25th, 2015 Hearing at4:15PM 
3/25/2015 DCHH TCPATAKA Hearing result for Scheduling Conference Richard D. Greenwood 
scheduled on 03/25/2015 04:15 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Fran Casey 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 pages 
4/6/2015 NOTC CCRADTER Notice of Motion and Motion for Summary Richard D. Greenwood 
Judgment; Memorandum of Points and 
Authorities 
AFFD CCRADTER Affidavit of Antranick Harrentsian Richard D. Greenwood 
AFFD CCMARTJD Affidavit of Antranick Harrentsian Richard D. Greenwood 
NOTC · CCMARTJD Notice of Motion and Motion for Summary Richard D. Greenwood 
Judgment Memorandum of Points and 
Authorities 
4/8/2015 HRSC TCPATAKA Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Richard D. Greenwood 
05/18/2015 04:00 PM) 
HRSC TCPATAKA Hearing Scheduled (Court Trial 06/22/2015 Richard D. Greenwood 
09:00 AM) 1 day 
4/16/2015 ORDR · TCPATAKA Order Governing Proceedings and Setting Trial Richard D. Greenwood 
4/20/2015 HRSC TCPATAKA Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Richard D. Greenwood 
Judgment 05/11/2015 03:00 PM) 
4/23/2015 NOTS CCSNELNJ Notice Of Service of Defendant's First Set of Richard D. Greenwood 
Interrogatories, Requst for Production of 
Documents and Request for Admissions 
Propounded to Plaintiff 
4/24/2015 AFFD CCMYERHK Affidavit Of Sarah Correa Richard D. Greenwood 
AFFD CCMYERHK Affidavit Of Frank Hill In Opposition To Plaintiffs Richard D. Greenwood 
Motion For Summary Judgment 
AFFD CCMYERHK Affidavit Of Gennieve Hill In Opposition To Richard D. Greenwood 
Plaintiff's Motion For Summary Judgment 
MEMO CCMYERHK Memorandum In Opposition To Plaintiff's Motion Richard D. Greenwood 
For Summary Judgment 
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Date: 11/25/2015 
Time: 01:41 PM 
Page 2 of 2 
Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-OC-2015-00036 Current Judge: Richard D. Greenwood 
Antranick Harrentsian vs. Gennieve Hill, etal. 
User: TCWEGEKE 


























































Certificate Of Service Richard D. Greenwood 
Plaintiff's Reply to Defendant's Memorandum in Richard D. Greenwood 
Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
Certificate Of Service 
Supplemental Affidavit of Gennieve Hill in 
Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Plaintiff's Objection to Supplemental Affidavit of Richard D. Greenwood 
Gennieve Hill in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment 
Certificate Of Service Richard D. Greenwood 
Hearing result for Motion for Summary Judgment Richard D. Greenwood 
scheduled on 05/11/2015 03:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Fran Casey 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 pages 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled Richard D. Greenwood 
on 05/18/2015 04:00 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Defendant's Exhibit List 
Defendant's Witness List 
Certificate Of Service (5/22/15) 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Hearing result for Court Trial scheduled on Richard D. Greenwood 
06/22/2015 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hele 
Court Reporter: Fran Casey 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 200 pages 
Order Re: Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
Findings Of Fact And Conclusions Of Law 
Judgment 
Civil Disposition entered for: Hill, Frank, 
Defendant; Hill, Gennieve, Defendant; 
Harrentsian, Antranick, Plaintiff. Filing date: 
9/14/2015 
STATUS CHANGED: Closed 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Richard D. Greenwood 
TCWEGEKE Appealed To The Supreme Court 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Richard D. Greenwood 
Richard D. Greenwood 
TCWEGEKE Certificate of Service Richard D. Greenwood 
TCLAFFSD Request For Additional Transcript And Record On Richard D. Greenwood 
Appeal 
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In Propia Persona 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 






CV o C 1 5 O O O 3· 6 
) VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR THE 
) ENFORCEMENT OF THE 
) CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST; UNWST 
) ENRICHMENT 
) 
Gennieve Hill and Frank Hill, ) 
_____ D_efi_e_nd_an_ts _______ ~ 
Plaintiff Antranick Harrentsian brings forth the following causes of action and alleges the 
following: 
1. Plaintiff is an individual and resident of Fair Oaks, California. 
2. Defendants are husband and wife and are, at the time of this complaint, residents 
of Boise, Idaho. Defendants are also the parents of the plaintiff's ex-girlfriend/children's 
mother, Sarah Catherine Correa. 
3. Venue is proper as both defendants live in Ada County, per J.C.§ 5-404. 
4. The Court has jurisdiction over the parties because the defendants reside in Ada 
County and the subject of the complaint is located in Ada County. 
5. On October 3, 2012 the Superior Court of California, County of Placer (Case 
SCV-0025631) entered judgment in favor of the plaintiff and against Sarah Catherine Correa (the 
daughter of the defendants) for conversion; ruled that Sarah Catherine Correa had breached her 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR THE ENFORCEMENT OF THE CONSTRUCTIVE 
TRUST; UNWST ENRICHMENT 
1 
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1 fiduciary duty to the plaintiff; and placed a constructive trust over the $400,000.00 she had stole 



























6. Since obtaining said judgment, the plaintiff has expended an enormous amount of 
time and effort locating his stolen money. Three quarters of the money was found in bank 
accounts owned by Sarah Catherine Correa. The remaining quarter of the money is the subject 
of this complaint. 
7. On July 7, 2009 Sarah Catherine Correa wrote two checks to her mother, 
defendant Gennieve Hill, totaling $95,000.00 without consideration. 
8. 
9. 
The two checks consisted solely of the plaintiff's constructive trust funds. 
On July 26, 2009 Sarah Catherine Correa wrote two more checks to her mother, 
defendant Gennieve Hill, totaling $6,500.00 without consideratjon. 
10. 
11. 
These two checks also consisted solely of the plaintiff's constructive trust funds. 
This money remained in the Hill's Bank of America account until October 7, 
2009 when the Hills wired $104,000.00 to Yvette and Lawrence Bruce (Gennieve Hill's sister 
and brother-in-law, both of whom were and are residents of Boise, Idaho). 
12. ' On October 27, 2009 Yvette Bruce used $96,000.00 of the plaintiff's constructive 
trust funds to obtain a cashier's check for $96,000.00. 
13. The $96,000.00 cashie:r' s check was paid to the order of First American Title 
Company and was used to effectuate the purchase of the real property located at 417 N 19th 
Street, Boise, Idaho 83702 [Property Description: THE 61 FEET OF LOT 4 BLOCK 27 
MCCARTY'S 1st ADDITION, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF, FILED IN BOOK 4 
OF PLATS AT PAGE 185, RECORDS OF ADA COUNTY, IDAHO; Parcel Number 
R5538922770] at public auction for Gennieve and Frank Hill. 
14. That same day, First American Title Insurance Company conveyed title to said 
real property to Frank and Gennieve Hill. 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR THE ENFORCEMENT OF THE CONSTRUCTIVE 
TRUST; UNJUST ENRICHMENT 
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1 15. The Bruces wired $7,500.00 of the remaining $8,000.00 ($104,000.00-























16. At Yvette Bruce's request, the Trustee's Deed of Trust was recorded in the Ada 
County Recorder's Office on 11/20/09 and mailed to Frank and Gennieve Hill at their previous 
residence in California. 
' 17. Final judgment for the Placer County, California case (SCV0025631) was entered on 
10/02/12 against Sarah Catherine Correa; plaintiff then filed it as a Foreign Judgment in this 
Court on 11/29/12. 
18. On 01/09/13 Sarah Catherine Correa filed for Chapter 7 Bankruptcy protection,' 
a few days after an Ada County Sheriff's Deputy served a Writ for Continuing Garnishment on 
her employer, Winco Foods. 
19. At Sarah Catherine Correa' s Chapter 7 Bankruptcy 341 Meeting with Creditors, 
held on 02/07/13, Sarah Catherine Correa attempted to mislead the plaintiff and her bankruptcy 
trustee by testifying that she had given her parents only $25,000.00 of the plaintiff's money to 
effectuate their purchase of the 419 N 19th Street property. 
20. Following the discharge of Sarah Catherine Correa's Chapter 7 Bankruptcy 
(plaintiff had opposed the discharge of his judgment in her bankruptcy; the Honorable Judge . . 
Terry L. Myers agreed and ruled her debt to be non-dischargeable) plaintiff subpoenaed the bank 
records of the defendants as well as those of Yvette and Laurence Bruce. 
21. The. subpoenaed documents show that the defendants did indeed use the money 




22. Subsequently, this Court permitted the plaintiff, on March 7, 2013, to record a Lis 
Pendens against the 419 N 19th Street property. 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR THE ENFORCEMENT OF THE CONSTRUCTIVE 































COUNT 1- ENFORCE:MENT OF THE CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST 
23. Plaintiff incorporates by reference as though set forth in full in this cause of 
action, the allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 22 above 
24. The funds used by the Defendants were solely the property of the plaintiff; funds 
which had been placed in a constructive trust by the Placer County Court; which this court has 
taken judicial notice of. 
25. Specifically, in The Fourth Judicial District Court of the State of Idaho Case CV-
OC-2012-21938, the Honorable Judge Lynn Norton found that, ''The foreign judgment filed in 
this case clearly establishes a constructive trust in the funds" ("Memorandum Decision and 
Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion to Reconsider", pg. 4, 'I( 1 ). 
26. The constructive trust was originally " ... in the funds"; but those funds became 
the real property at 419 N 19th Street. The constructive trust should now encompass the real 
property that had been purchased with those funds (the 419 N 19th Street property). 
COUNT 2- UNJUST ENRICHMENT 
27. Plaintiff incorporates by reference as though set forth in full in this cause of 
. . 
action, the allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 26 above. 
28. Defendant's, by virtue of their retention of the plaintiff's rightful property, would 
be unjustly enriched at the expense of the plaintiff. 
29. The defendants accepted the money from their daughter, armed with the 
knowledge that she had no money of her own, and they used that money to purchase the 419 N 
19th Street property solely for themselves, and for their own benefit. 
30. As a result of the above-described actions, Plaintiff is entitled to restitution. 
Plai~tiff is further entitled to the imposition of a constructive trust on the unjustly retained 
property and is entitled to tracing with respect to the unjustly retained property. 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR THE ENFORCEMENT OF THE CONSTRUCTIVE 






















PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, plaintiff demands judgment against the defendants, jointly and severally, 
as follows: 
1. For the enforcement of the plaintiff's constructive trust by 
ordering the defendant's to convey title to the 419 N 19th Street 
property to the plaintiff; 
2. For an order from the Court that the defendants are forbidden from doing 
any damage to the 419 N 19th Street property, and that any damage to said 
real property, aside from "normal wear and tear", is considered contempt 
of court; 
3. For costs of suit incurred; 
4. For any and all punitive and compensatory damages the court deems just 
and proper; 
5. For pre- and post-judgment interest, to the fullest extent assessable at law 
or in equity, on all amounts of damages. 












IN PROPIA PERSONA 
"I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct." 
DATED: l~ -J Q-/ L/ 
ANTRANICK HARRENTSIAN 
IN PROPIA PERSONA 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR THE ENFORCEMENT OF THE CONSTRUCTNE 
TRUST; UNJUST ENRICHMENT 
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Chad E. Bernards ISB # 7 441 
STEWART TAYLOR & MORRIS PLLC 
12550 W. Explorer Drive, Suite 100 
Boise, Idaho 83 713 
Telephone:(208) 345-3333 
Fax No.: (208) 345-4461 
No. ____ Fli:ES--:::--::--
A.M. FIL~M. ~ : 6 0 
FEBO 6 2015 
CHRISTOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
Sy KAl'RfNA HOLDEN 
Df.J!.'t1Jn!'r. 
Attorneys for Defendants Gennieve and Frank Hill 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 




Case No. CV OC 1500036 
ANSWER AND AFFIRMATIVE 
DEFENSES OF GENNIEVE AND 
FRANK HILL 
GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants. 
COME NOW, Gennieve Hill and Frank Hill, above named Defendants ("Hills"), by and 
through their attorneys of record, Stewart Taylor & Morris PLLC, and who in response to.the 
. . . . 
Plaintiffs Verified Complaint for the Enforcement of the Constructive Trust; Unjust Enrichment 
("Complaint"), and admit, deny, and allege as follows: 
I. • ANSWER 
1. The Hills deny each and e:very allegation of Plaintiffs Complaint unless 
expressly an~ specifically admitted. herein. 
2. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, the Hills are without sufficient information and/or knowledge to admit or deny the 
allegations set forth therein, and therefore deny on this basis. 




3. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, the Hills admit only that they are husband and wife and are the parents of Plaintiffs 
ex-girlfriend/children's mother, Sarah Catherine Correa. The Hills deny all remaining 
allegations contained therein. 
4. In response to the allegations contained in paragraphs 3, 28 and 30 of 
Plaintiffs Complaint, the Hills deny the allegations contained therein. 
5. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, the Hills admit only that the real property, which is the subject of the Plaintiffs 
Complaint, is located in Ada County. The Hills deny all remaining allegations contained therein. 
6. In response to the allegations contained in paragraphs 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 
16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24 and 26 of Plaintiffs Complaint, the Hills are without sufficient 
information and/or knowledge to admit or deny the allegations set forth therein, and therefore 
deny on this basis. 
7. In response to the allegations contained in paragraphs 7, 9, 14, 17, of 
Plaintiffs Complaint, the Hills, upon information and belief and to the best of their recollection 
believe tµese allegations to be true and correct and a9mit said allegation on, this basis. 
8. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs 
Complaint, the Hills admit only that on or about October 7, 2009 they wired $104,000.00 to the 
Yvette and Lawrence Bruce and that Yvette is Defendant, Gennieve Hill's sister who is a 
resident of Boise, Idaho. 
. 9. In response .to the allegations contained in paragraph. 13 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint, the Hills admit that a cashier's check in the amount of $96,000.00 was paid to the 
ANSWER AND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES OF GENNIEVE AND FRANK HILL - Page 2 
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order of First American Title Company for purchase of the 419 N. 19th (not "417") Street 
property. 
10. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 15 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint, the Hills admit that on or about October 30, 2009, the Bruces wired $7,500.00 to the 
Hill's account. 
11. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 25 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint, the Memorandum Decision and Order Granting Plaintiffs Motion to Reconsider 
speaks for itself and does not require these answering Defendants to either admit or deny the 
same. 
12. In response to the allegations contained in paragraph 29 of Plaintiff's 
Complaint, the Hills admit only that they received funds from their daughter that were in turn 
used to purchase the 419 N. 19th Street property. The Hills deny all remaining allegations 
contained therein. 
II. AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 
13. The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 
· 14. Plaintiff's claim.is barred by statute of limitations. 
15. Plaintiff failed to sign his Complaint as required under Rule 1 l(a)(l) of 
the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure and should be stricken. 
16. The Hills received funds from their daughter as a loan to purchase the 
subject property with no knowledge of any wrong doing, if any, on the part of their daughter. 
17. . The Hills made material and substantial improvements to the subject 
property with funds not received and/or loaned to them from their daughter for which Plaintiff 
purports to consist of constructive trust funds. 
ANSWER AND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES OF GENNIEVE AND FRANK IDLL - Page 3 
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18. The Plaintiff has unclean hands and is not entitled to an equitable remedy 
insofar as enforcement of the constructive trust against the whole of the property titled in the 
name of the Hills. 
19. The Hills reserve the right to assert additional affirmative defenses that 
may come to light during the course of discovery and/or other investigation. 
ATTORNEY FEES 
20. The Hills have been required to retain the legal services of Stewart Taylor 
& Morris PLLC, to defend against Plaintiffs actions. Defendants are entitled to an award of 
costs and reasonable attorney fees, pursuant to Idaho Code Sections 12-101, 12-120, 12-121, and 
Rule 54 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for judgment as follows: 
(1) That, the Plaintiff take nothing by his Complaint, and that the same be 
dismissed with prejudice; 
(2) For an award of attorney's fees and costs in defense of Plaintiffs 
Complaint; and 
(3) For· such other and further r~lief as to the Court m~y deem just and 
equitable in the premises. 
DATED this~ day of February, 2015. 
ANSWER AND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES OF GENNIEVE AND FRANK HILL - Page 4 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this {o day of February, 2015, I caused to be served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Antranick Harrentsian 
8065 Dorian Way 







Express Overnight Delivery 
Facsimile (208) 
































Full Name of Party Filing this Document 
8065 Dorian Way 
Mailing address (street or post office box) 
Fair Oaks. CA 95628 
City, State and Zip Code 
916-512-5934 
Telephone number 
::. ( ~??, FIL~~----
APR O 6 2015 
CHRISTOPHER 0. RICI-I, Clark 
Sy TENILLE RAD 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 














Case No.: CV-OC-2015-00036 
NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT; 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES 
To defendants Gennieve Hill and Frank Hill, and their attorney, Chad E. Bernards: 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that, on May 11, 2015 at 3 P.M at the ADA County Courthouse, 
located at 200 W Front Street, Boise, ID 83702, plaintiff Antranick Harrentsian will, and hereby 
does, move for an order from the Court for summary judgment on the grounds that there is no 
genuine issue as to any material fact and that the plaintiff is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 
This motion is based on this Notice of Motion and Motion, the Memorandum of Points and 
Authorities filed herewith, the Affidavit of Antranick Harrentsian, the pleadings and papers filed 
herein and upon such other matters as may be presented to the Court at the time of the hearing. 
DATED: March 31, 2015 
Antranick Harrentsian 
In Propia Persona 































SUMMARY OF THE FACTS OF THE CASE 
, On April 30, 2008 the plaintiff entrusted Sarah Catherine Correa (the defendant's daughter 
and plaintiff's ex-girlfriend/children's mother) with a check for $50,000.00 to hold for him. On June 
25, 2008 plaintiff entrusted Ms. Correa with a check for $100,000.00 to hold for him, and on July 20, 
2008 plaintiff entrusted Ms. Correa with a check for $250,000.00 to hold for him. 
On February 9, 2009 Ms. Correa absconded with the plaintiff's children and money and 
moved in with the defendants, with whom she resided from February 2009 until May 2012 
Ms. Correa had been a stay at home mother and was a dependent of the plaintiff for the preceding 
five years. On September 24, 2009 plaintiff filed suit against Ms. Correa in the Superior Court of 
California, County of Placer (Case SCV-0025631) to recover the money. 
A one day trial was held on March 24, 2011; Ms. Correa was represented by her atto.rney, 
Paul Cass, and the plaintiff represented himself. Judgment was entered in favor of the plaintiff 
imposing a constructive trust over the stolen money on 10/02/12. On November 29, 2012 plaintiff 
filed said case as a Foreign Judgment in this Court (Case CV-OC-2012-21938). 
On December 14, 2012 a Writ of Execution for wage garnishment was issued by this Court. 
The writ was returned by the Ada County Sheriff on 1/~ 1/13, per Ms. Correa's Chapter 7 B~ptcy 
petition filing in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court, District of Idaho (hereafter "Bankruptcy Court") on 
1/09/13 (Case 13-00034-TLM). 
· Subsequently, the plaintiff filed an Adversarial Proceeding (Case 13-6006-TLM) in Ms. 
Correa's Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Court case on April 6, 2013, requesting that the Court find Ms. 
Correa's debt to the plaintiff non-dischargeable; and on August 21, 2013 plaintiff filed a motion for 
summary judgment in the Adversarial Proceeding. On November 20, 2013 the Honorable Judge 

































Terry L. Meyers granted the plaintiffs motion for summary judgment ruling that that Ms. Correa's 
debt to the plaintiff was non-dischargeable. 
Months prior to the Adversary Proceeding, at her Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors 
(held on 2107113), Ms. Correa was queried about what she had done with around $100,000.00 of the 
plaintiff's money, which had been unaccounted for. According to Ms. Correa, she had given a 
portion of the money to the defendants, who subsequently used it to purchase the 419 N 19~ Street 
property. 
The plaintiff subpoenaed the bank statements of the defendants and those of Yvette and 
Laurence Bruce (Yvette is Gennieve Hill's sister and Laurence is Yvette's husband) and traced the 
constructive trust funds into the 419 N 19th Street property. The bank statements revealed that Ms. 
Correa had actually given her parents $101,500.00 of the plaintiff's money in July 2009 to fund their 
purchase of the 419 N 19th Street property. Ms. Correa had written four separate checks to the 
defendants in July 2009: two were written on July 7th, 2009, totaling $95,000.00; and two more on 
July 26, 2009, totaling $6,500.00. 
On October 7, 2009, the defendants wired $104,000.00 ($101,500.00 of the plaintiff's money) 
to Yvette Bruce, who resided in Boise (the defendants were still residents of California at th~ time). 
Then, on October 27, 2009, Yvette Bruce withdrew $96,000.00, in the form of a cashier's check. Th 
cashier's check was paid to the order of First American Title Insurance Company and represented the 
full purchase price of the 419 N 19th Street real property. The Bruces then wired the remaining 




































Summary judgment is appropriate if "the pleadings, depositions, and admissions on file, . 
together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that 
the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter oflaw." McCoy v. Lyons, 120 Idaho 765, 769, 
820 P.2d 360, 364 (1991). 
The defendants admit that they received four checks from their daughter (Sarah Catherine 
Correa) in July 2009, totaling $101,500.00 ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and 
Frank Hill", <Jr 7). They further admit that they did not provide any consideration to their daughter in 
exchange for the $101,500.00 ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank Hill", CJ[ 7). 
The $101,500.00 was subject to a constructive trust in favor of the plaintiff, and the constructive trust 
has already been recognized by this Court in Case CV-OC-2012-21938: ''The foreign judgment filed 
in this case clearly establishes a constructive trust in the funds" (see Exhibit !,"Memorandum 
Decision and Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion to Reconsider", pg. 4, <J[l) 
. The defendants admit that they wired the money they had received from their daughter to 
Yvette and Laurence Bruce in Boise ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank 
Hill",<[ 8). ~d, acting as the defendant's agent, Yvette Bruce used this money to purchase the 419 
N 19th Street property for the defendants ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank 
Hill", <J[ 12). 
Though the defendants claim that they had " ... no knowledge of any wrong doing, if any, on 
the part of their daughter" ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank Hill", CJ[ 16), 
their "ignorance" is not a viable defense. The defendants had a duty to inquire as to where their 
daughter obtained the $101,500.00. In their "Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and 
Frank Hill", the defendants first admit that they gave no compensation for the money (<JI:' s 7 .and 8), 































then claim that the money was a loan (<JI 16). 
At her Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors Meeting on February 7, 2013, Ms. Correa 







BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: What happened to the one-hundred and three 
thousand dollars? 
BY MS. CORREA: We've gone over that. It was spent over the course of 
over fifteen months. 
Isn't it true that you gave it to your parents buy property at 419 N 19th Street in 
Boise? 
A portion of it was. 
11/20/2009? 
Some cash of it. Some of the money was. Yes. 
(see Exhibit 2, ''Transcript of Sarah Correa's Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors ori February 
7, 2013", pg. 14, lines 4-12). 
For the five years prior to taking the plaintiff's money, Ms. Correa had been a "stay-at-home-
mom"_, financially supported solely by the plaintiff, with no income or assets of her own. Ms. Correa 
testified during the Placer Court trial that she " ... had no checking accounts of my own prior to this 
money" (see Exhibit 3, "Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings" pg. 23, lines 19-20). · And at 
the same trial, when asked if she had any money, Ms. Correa testified, "Yes. I had no money" (see 
Exhibit 4, "Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings" pg. 25, lines 25-27). · 
· Additionally, the defendants knew at the time they received the money from their daughter 
that she had no money of her own. On October 14, 2007, needing to borrow $2,500.00, the 
defendants came to the plaintiff, not their daughter, for a loan (which the plaintiff loaned them, 
interest free). The plaintiff reminded Ms. Correa of the loan at her Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of 
Creditors: "It's funny because your parents were begging me for twenty-five hundred dollars a year 































before that." To which, Ms. Correa responded, "You' re right. They were." ( see Exhibit 5, 
"Transcript of Sarah Correa's Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors on February 7, 2013", pg. 
19, lines 16-18). 
. As stated above, the defendants were obligated to inquire about the source of the money given 
to them by their daughter. Because they did not inquire, and because they also did not provide any 
consideration to their daughter for the money, they are not considered to be "good faith purchasers 
without notice". The Restatement (Third) of Restitution & Unjust Enrichment explains who 
is assumed to have "notice" in §69(3)(c): 
"A person has notice of facts of which the person has reason to know as a matter of reasonable 
inference, or which the person would have discovered upon appropriate inquiry. The standard 
that determines the inferences to be drawn and the inquiries to be made is that of a reasonable 
and prudent person whose interests would be served by obtaining the knowledge in question. 
In other words, a purchaser is charged with knowledge of the facts that a prudent and self-
interested purchaser would infer or discover if the affirmative defenses did not exist. 
Because the effect of notice is to preclude the affirmative defenses, the rule of "inquiry notice" 
imputes knowledge that undercuts the purchaser's legal position; it compels precisely the 
inferences that the purchaser-in seeking to invoke the defenses-would have reason to deny. 
The implicit standard of hypothetical, disinterested inquiry explains why this aspect of the l~w 
of notice is often described in terms of "good faith." Where the facts reveal a purchaser who 
has acquired an interest without asking obvious questions, or without DEFENSES TO 
RESTITUTION drawing inferences that would appear self-evident to a disinterested 
observer, it is natural to describe the ensuing contest (between purchaser and adverse 
claimant) by referring to the purchaser's lack of good faith. This way of looking at the problem 
explains how the "innocent purchaser" or "bona fide purchaser" came to be so named." 
In their "Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank Hill", the defendants clai . . 
that they had " ... received funds from their daughter as a loan to purchase the subject property with n 
knowledge of any wrong doing, if any, on the part of their daughter" ('1{16). Armed with the 
knowledge that their daughter had been completely dependent upon the plaintiff for financial support 
for the prior five years and that she hadn't worked outside the home during that time, a prudent 
person, it would seem, would want to know, based on the foregoing information, how she obtained 
the money. If the defendants honestly belie':ed that the $101,500.00 was their daughter's money, 
they would not have asked the plaintiff to loan them $2,500.00; they would have asked their 








The defendants were not "bona fide purchasers". As such, they became the constructive 
trustees of the plaintiffs money because the money and its product (419 N 19th Street property) 

























the transferee assumes the role of trustee: 
"(1) Where a person holding property in which another has a beneficial 
interest transfers title to the property in violation of his duty to the 
other, the transferee holds the property subject to the interest of the 
other, unless he is a bona fide purchaser" (Restatement of Restitution § 
168). 
. Accordingly, the plaintiff is entitled to title to the real property because a constructive trust is 
not only an in personam proceeding, it is also an in rem proceeding: " ... a constructive trust is 
essentially a tracing remedy, allowing recovery of the specific asset or assets taken from the· plaintiff, 
any p~operty substituted for it, and any gain in its value". 1 Dobbs, Law of Remedies § 4.3(1), pp. 
588-89. 
In paragraph 17 of their "Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank Hill" the 
defendants claim that they " ... made material and substantial improvements to the subject property . 
with funds not received and/or loaned to them from their daughter ... ". Presumably this claim was 
made in order to preclude the plaintiff from obtailtlng the 419 N 19th Street property without 
' 
compensating the defendants for said improvements. However, in order to qualify for compensation 
for any improvements made to the property (known as a "set-off') the defendants must be considered 
"good faith improvers" of the property. The defendants did not acquire the property in good faith 
and, therefore, according to the Supreme Court of Idaho, ~ey have no claim to the permanent 
improvements they may have made to the property: 
"Looking first at the good faith element, other jurisdictions have held that a misdeed in 
acquiring color of title automatically negates the good faith of the improver. For 
instance, in Ute-Cal Land Development Corporation v. Sather, the Supreme Court.of 
Utah held: ''The good faith of an occupying claimant must be premised upon a 
reasonable and honest belief of ownership and must be wholly free of a design to 































defraud the true owner." 645 P.2d 665, 667 (Utah 1982). That court noted that the 
· defendants' "deliberate attempt to unlawfully deprive plaintiff of its ranch 
· demonstrates that good faith was wholly lacking." Id. Additionally, no improvements 
that defendants made could be premised on an honest belief that they owned the ranch; 
· instead, the defendants' contentions "could only have been grounded on the false 
premise that they were entitled to the fruits of their misdeeds in the absence of a 
challenge thereto." Id. 
Likewise, in New York "[w]here a wrongdoer, deliberately, possesses himself of the 
property of another, repudiating his obligations, and this is the finding of fact, if he 
· sees fit to expend large sums of money in permanent improvements on another man's 
land, he forfeits the money so expended." Warner v. Warner, 199 A.O. 159, 166, 191 
N.Y.S. 612 (N.Y. App.Div.1921). Indeed, "[a] wrongdoer, with knowledge of his 
wrongdoing and of the rights of the true owner has no claim to permanent 
improvements placed upon the property unlawfully in his possession." Id. Moreover, 
such a result has been the case since before the introduction of the betterment statutes 
in Idaho. Cf. Smith v. Long, 76 Idaho 265, 277, 281 P.2d 483, 491-92 (1955) (noting 
that occupiers who make improvements in good faith would be entitled to 
compensation). Bach v. Miller, 158 P. 3d 305 -Idaho: Supreme Court 2007. 
Additionally, although the defendants have either occupied or rented out the 419 N 19th Street 
property since November of 2009, without compensation to the plaintiff, they have not paid the 
property taxes since 2011 and have received rental income for the property for at least one and a half 
years. If the defendants are not held liable for the taxes and rental income, they will be unjustly 
enriched at the expense of both the plaintiff (for the rental income) as well as Ada County (for the 
property taxes). Furthermore, the 419 N 19th Street property will enter foreclosure proceedings in 
August 2015 due to the defendant's property tax delinquency, as of 3/3/15, of $4,075.23 (see Exhibit 
6, Ada County Tax History for 419 N 19th Street). 
CONCLUSION 
The defendants have not and cannot present to the Court a genuine issue of material fact upon which 
the trier of fact must rule. Furthermore, they have not presented a viable defense for their actions, 
having agreed with the plaintiff's position on all but one issue: the defendants claim that they did not 































know the money they used to buy the 419 N. 19th Street property belonged to the plaintiff and was 
subjec.t to a constructive trust. However, because they were not "bona fide purchasers", having given 
no value for the money they received from their daughter, the defendants are charged with having 
that knowledge and their affirmative defenses are unavailable. 
Frank and Gennieve Hill knowingly accepted money their daughter had stolen from the 
plaintiff and used it to purchase the 419 N 19th Street property. The money was subject to a 























The plaintiff, therefore, prays for the.following: 
: 1. For an order from the Court conveying title to the 419 N 19th Street real property to 

























2. For an order from the Court that the defendants are owed nothing for any 
improvements they may have made to the property. 
3. For an order from the Court that the defendants are liable for, and must immediately 
remit, $4,075.23 (as of March 3, 2015) to the Ada County Treasurer for the delinquent property taxes 
and applicable interest/penalties on the 419 N. 19th Street property for the 2012, 2013, and 2014 tax 
years. 
4. For an order directing defendants to account for any/all rental income they have 
received for 419 N 19th Street property, and to remit said rental income to the plaintiff. 
5. 
6. 
For plaintiffs costs of suit incurred. 
For any and all damages/penalties the Court sees fit to impose on the defendants. 
"I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct." 
DATED: March 31. 2015 
Antranick Harrentsian 
In Propia Persona · 




(Bankr~ N .D. Ohio 2003). [!le-foreign jud~ent fileci~intliiscaseclearly_establishes-a_:j 
-fonstructive trust in the fiiiiasJ 
ln support of his motion to reconsider, the Plaintiff attached correspondence from the 
bankruptcy trustee wherein the trustee stated the funds at issue are not property of the estate and 
that he would not be attempting to avoid any pre-petition transfer of those funds. No objection to 
·' 
this attachment was raised was raised although the Defendant objected to the Court's 
consideration of this hearsay document at the he¥ing· which was sustained. 
The Plaintiff also attached an order titled "Discharge of Debtor," signed by United States 
. . 
Bankruptcy Judge Terry L. Myers on April 22, 2013. That order states, "The debtor is granted a 
discharge under section 727 of title 11, United States Code, (the Bankruptcy Code)." The Court . 
. takes judicial notice of attachment 1 pursuant to Idaho Rule of Evidence 201. 
The legal principles stated above demonstrate that the Plaintiff did not violate the 
autom.atic stay when he served the subpoenas because (1) the funds at issue were not property of 
the estate as thus were not afforded the protections of the automatic stay; and (2) the subpoenas 
were served on June 21, 2013 and July 16, 2013, after the Defendant was granted a discharge, 
meaning that they were served after the automatic stay was lifted by oirati~n oflaw. 
CONCLUSION 
Given the foregoing, and in ~ exercise of this Court's sound ~iscretion, Plaintiff's 
Motion to Reconsider is GRANTED. The Court will enter a separate order rescinding this 
Court's Order Qu~hi,ng Subpoenasfiled September 10, 2013. 
AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 
~-
Dated this JI day of October, iol3. 
' . ~ District Judge 
... 
t. 
MEMORANPUM DECISION AND ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO 









Q. BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: You stated in here that I received two hundred and 
ninety-seven thousand dollars from the banks. I've not received a dime from Wachovia.~ 
. . 
5 -n:=ap=p=en=ecrtotheahundredaildthree thousand dollars? 
6 
7 
A. BY MS. CORREA: ~e've gone over that. It was SQent over the course of over] 





















(Isn't it true that you gave it to your parents buy pro~rty at 419 19th Street in Boise? 
---.c.-c;_.;~~~---=~-£-__;_~- - - -
~P-ortion of it wa9 
@012009?] 
iSQme_cash of it. Some of the money was. Y esJ 
When was this given to them? 
April 2008, I don't know. May 2008. 
· BY MR. GUGINO: How much money did you give your parents? 
BY MS. CORREA: Twenty-five thousand. 
BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: What happened to the seventy-five thousand? 
BY MS. CORREA: It was --
BY MR. GUGINO: Why did you -- hold on -- did you just forgot about that when I 







A. BY MS. CORREA: I did know [Indiscernible][00:13:51], I'm sorry, I did. It just 
didn't come across my mind until he asked me. 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: Twenty-five thousand dollars for your parents, it didn't cross 
your mind? Your parents still live at this house? 
A. BY MS CORREA: Yes. 





Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings, Volume 1 3/24/2011 




Q. And that was many months after you received the 
4 three checks of. $50,000, $100,000 and $250,000? 
A. That's correct. 5 
6 Q. All right. And then there was something claimed 
7 about some Mutual insurance or Liberty Mutual. What's 
a your explanation? 
9 A. At the time when we were still a couple, he had 
10 authorized me to have my mo~thly payments·taken out of 
11 his account: That continued against both of our 
12 knowledge obviously many months after I had left, and 
13 that's -- until this day, and then once he disputed the 
14 · charges, then the bank said, well, you're right, she had 
1s no authorization to sign for it, please pay us your 
16 · money, so I did. But at the time there was no intent to 
17. defraud him. He was fully aware that he gave me 
1a permission to have payments taken out of the account. 
19 And we were still a couple at that point. (r:h~d no) 
20 ~hecking accounts of my own 2rior to-Enis money~1 
21 Q. When your boyfriend asked you for the money back 
22 in, I think July or early August 2009, did he say how it 







Q. Or that he wanted it in different checks? 
A. No. 
Q. Or he wanted it for the corporation? 
A. No. He did not say how it would be paid back. 
23 
----
Phillips Legal Services - Sacramento Deposition Reporters -c;::.,)._ · \,..: j "".:2 































Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceeuings, Volume 1 3/24/2011 
A. I would assume that you paid for the bills. 
Q. Did you not file all the bills for us? 
A. Did I not file them? 
Q. Yes. 
A. We both had a filing cabinet upstairs that bills 
were placed in, yes. 
Q. Did you ever file the bills? 
A. Yes. I filed them. 
THE COURT: When you say filed, you mean pay 
the bills. 
THE WITNESS: No. There was a filing 
cabinet. 
MR. HARRENTSIAN: After they were paid, they 
were filed. 
THE COURT: Oh, filed meaning stored? I'm 
glad I asked. All right. So after the bills were paid, 
they were filed; right? 
MR. HARRENTSIAN: Each account had a file, 
so I kept records with everything, so --
THE COURT: All right. Okay. Go ahead with 
your questioning, sir. 
Q. BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: How did -- did I or did I 
not support you and pay every bill? 
A. Yes. You supported me and my two children, yes. 
Q. So is it safe to say you had no money at the 
time? 
A. (Yes. I had no money. I was :a stay-at-home mom.] 
Q. How much do you make right now? 
25 
Phillips Legal Services - Sacramento Deposition Re{ --t::=: ~\-~\ ... \ t.J_J 




















MR. HARRENTSIAN: It wasn't that at the time either. 
· MS. CORREA: It was --
MR. WILSON: It's argumentative. Let's move on. 
MR.GUGINO: Yeah, I'll give you a couple of more minutes here and we're going to 
have to --
Q. BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: What happened to the remaining seventy-five thousand 
dollars since you only gave your parents twenty-five? 
A. BY MS. CORREA: Again, I spent it --
MR. WILSON: It was asked and was answered earlier. 
Q. BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: Where did they get the other seventy-five thousand 
dollars from? 
A. BY MS. CORREA: I don't know. I'm not my parents' bookkeeper. 
MR. HARRENTSIAN: ffi'sfunny because your parents were begging me for twentfl 











MR. HARRENTSIAN: They had to come in --
MR. WILSON: That's been answered. That's being argumentative and you may not 
have other questions not relative to the case. 
MR. GUGINO: We did. Well, yeah. First of all, it didn't really seemed that there was 
a question there. We need a question. You've asked what the other -- I think that we've established 
that you gave her a hundred thousand dollars over the course of 2008. We now know the twenty-five 
thousand of that was given to her parents, leaving a balance of about seventy-five thousand --
27 
28 
MR. HARRENTSIAN: Actually, if you read the judgment, I didn't give it to her and 
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CHAISTOFtMert ~. M!el-;f, Clef'k . 
By JAMIE? MAA'rlN 
OEPU'i'V 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 














Case No.: CV-OC-2015-00036 
NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT; 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES 
. To defendants Gennieve Hill and Frank Hill, and their attorney, Chad E. Bernards: 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that, on May 11, 2015 at 3 P.M at the ADA County Courthouse, 
located at 200 W Front Street, Boise, ID 83702, plaintiff Antranick Harrentsian will, and hereby 
does, move for an order from the Court for summary judgment on the grounds that there is no 
genuine issue as to any material fact and that the plaintiff is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 
This motion is based on this Notice of Motion and Motion, the Memorandum of Points and 
Authorities filed herewith, the Affidavit of Antranick Harrentsian, the pleadings and papers filed 
herein and upon such other matters as may be presented to the Court at the time of the hearing. 
DATED: March 31, 2015 ~ 
Antranick Harrentsian 
In Propia Persona 


































SUMMARY OF THE FACTS OF THE CASE 
On April 30, 2008 the plaintiff entrusted Sarah Catherine Correa (the defendant's daughter 
and plaintiff's ex-girlfriend/children's mother) with a check for $50,000.00 to hold for him. On June 
25, 2008 plaintiff entrusted Ms. Correa with a check for $100,000.00 to hold for him, and on July 20, 
2008 plaintiff entrusted Ms. Correa with a check for $250,000.00 to hold for him. 
On February 9, 2009 Ms. Correa absconded with the plaintiff's children and money and 
moved in with the defendants, with whom she resided from February 2009 until May 2012. Ms. 
Correa had been a stay at home mother and was a dep~ndent of the plaintiff for the preceding five 
years. On September 24, 2009 plaintiff filed suit against Ms. Correa in the Superior Court of 
California, County of Placer (Case SCV-0025631) to recover the money. 
A one day trial was held on March 24, 2011; Ms. Correa was represented by her attorney, 
Paul 9ass, and the plaintiff represented himself. Judgment was entered in favor of the plaintiff 
imposing a constructive trust over the stolen money on 10/02/12. On November 29;2012 plaintiff 
filed said case as a Foreign Judgment in this Court (Case CV-OC-2012-21938). 
On December 14, 2012 a Writ of Execution for wage garnishment was issued by this Court. 
The writ was returned by the Ada County Sheriff on 1/11/13, per Ms. Correa's Chapter 7 Bankruptcy 
petition filing in the U.S. Bankruptcy Court, District of Idaho (hereafter "Bankruptcy Court") on 
1/09/13 (Case 13-00034-TLM). 
Subsequently, the plaintiff filed an Adversarial Proceeding (Case 13-6006-TLM) in Ms. 
. 
Correa's Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Court case on April 6, 2013, requesting that the Court find Ms. 
Correa's debt to the plaintiff non-dischargeable; and on August 21, 2013 plaintiff filed a motion for 
summary judgment in the Adversarial Proceeding. On November 20, 2013 the Honorable Judge 































Terry L. Meyers granted the plaintiff's motion for summary judgment ruling that that Ms. Correa's 
debt to the plaintiff was non-dischargeable. 
Months prior to the Adversary Proceeding, at her Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors 
(held on 2/07/13), Ms. Correa was queried about what she had done with around $100,000.00 of the 
plaintiff's money, which had been unaccounted for. According to Ms. Correa, she had given a 
portion of the money to the defendants, who subsequently used it to purchase the 419 N 19th Street 
property. 
The plaintiff subpoenaed the bank statements of the defendants and those of Yvette and 
Laurence Bruce (Yvette is Gennieve Hill's sister and Laurence is Yvette's husband) and traced the 
constructive trust funds into the 419 N 19th Street property. The bank statements revealed that Ms. 
Correa had actually given her parents $101,500.00 of the plaintiff's money in July 2009 to fund their 
purchase of the 419 N 19th Street property. Ms. Correa had written four separate checks to. the 
defendants in July 2009: two were written on July 7th, 2009, totaling $95,000.00; and two more on 
July 26, 2009, totaling $6,500.00. 
On October 7, 2009, the defendants wired $104,000.00 ($101,500.00 of the plaintiffs money) 
to Yvette Bruce, who resided in Boise (the defendants were still residents of California at the time). 
Then, on October 27, 2009, Yvette Bruce withdrew $96,000.00, in the form of a cashier's check. Th 
cashier's check was paid to the order of First American Title Insurance Company and represented the 
full purchase price of the 419 N 19th Street real property. The Bruces then wired the remaining 




































Summary judgment is appropriate if "the pleadings, depositions, and admissions on file, 
together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that 
the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law." McCoy v. Lyons, 120 Idaho 765, 769, 
820 P.2d 360, 364 (1991). 
The defendants admit that they received four checks from their daughter (Sarah Catherine 
Correa) in July 2009, totaling $101,500.00 ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and 
Frank Hill", <J{ 7). They further admit that they did not provide any consideration to their daughter in 
exchange for the $101,500.00 ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank Hill", '.I[ 7). 
The $101,500.00 was subject to a constructive trust in favor of the plaintiff, and the constructive trust 
has already been recognized by this Court in Case CV-OC-2012-21938: ''The foreign judgment filed 
in this case clearly establishes a constructive trust in the funds" (see Exhibit l,"Memorandum 
Decision and Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion to Reconsider", pg. 4, '.1(1) 
The defendants admit that they wired the money they had received from their daughter to 
Yvette and Laurence Bruce in Boise ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank 
Hill", <j{ 8). And, acting as the defendant's agent, Yvette Bruce used this money to purchase the 419 
N 19th Street property for the defendants ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank 
Hill", 'J[ 12). 
. Though the defendants claim that they had " ... no knowledge of any wrong doing, if.any, on 
the part of their daughter" ("Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank Hill", <JI 16), 
their "ignorance" is not a viable defense. The defendants had a duty to inquire as to where their 
daughter obtained the $101,500.00. In their "Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and 
Frank Hill", the defendants first admit that they gave no compensation for the money (<j[' s 7 and 8), 































then claim that the money was a loan ('I[ 16). 
At her Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors Meeting on February 7, 2013, Ms. Correa 







BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: What happened to the one-hundred and three 
thousand dollars? 
BY MS. CORREA: We've gone over that. It was spent over the course of 
over fifteen months. 
Isn't it true that you gave it to your parents buy property at 419 N 19tl_t Street in 
Boise? 
A portion of it was. 
11/20/2009? 
Some cash of it. Some of the money was. Yes. 
(see Exhibit 2, ''Transcript of Sarah Correa's Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors on February 
7, 2013", pg. 14, lines 4-12). 
. For the five years prior to taking the plaintiff's money, Ms. Correa had been a "stay-at-home-
mom", financially supported solely by the plaintiff, with no income or assets of her own. IvJ;s. Correa 
testified during the Placer Court trial that she " ... had no checking accounts of my own prior to this 
money" (see Exhibit 3, ''Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings" pg. 23, lines 19-20). And at 
the same trial, when asked if she had any money, Ms. Correa testified, "Yes. I had no money" (see 
Exhibit 4, "Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings" pg. 25, lines 25-27). 
Additionally, the defendants knew at the time they received the money from their da_ughter 
that she had no money of her own. On October 14, 2007, needing to borrow $2,500.00, the 
defendants came to the plaintiff, not their daughter, for a loan ( which the plaintiff loaned them, 
interest free). The plaintiff reminded Ms. Correa of the loan at her Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of 
Creditors: "It's funny because your parents were begging me for twenty-five hundred dollars a year 
NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
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000035
1 before that." To which, Ms. Correa responded, "You're right. They were." (see Exhibit 5, 



























19, lines 16-18). 
As stated above, the defendants were obligated to inquire about the source of the money given 
to them by their daughter. Because they did not inquire, and because they also did not provide any 
consideration to their daughter for the money, they are not considered to be "gooa faith purchasers 
without notice". The Restatement (Third) of Restitution & Unjust Enrichment explains who 
is assumed to have "notice" in §69(3)(c): 
"A person has notice of facts of which the person has reason to know as a matter of reasonable 
inference, or which the person would have discovered upon appropriate inquiry. The standard 
that determines the inferences to be drawn and the inquiries to be made is that of a reasonable 
and prudent person whose interests would be served by obtaining the knowledge in question. 
In other words, a purchaser is charged with knowledge of the facts that a prudent and self-
interested purchaser would infer or discover if the affirmative defenses did not exist. 
Because the effect of notice is to preclude the affirmative defenses, the rule of "inquiry notice" 
imputes knowledge that undercuts the purchaser's legal position; it compels precisely the 
inferences that the purchaser-in seeking to invoke the defenses-would have reason to deny. 
The implicit standard of hypothetical, disinterested inquiry explains why this aspect of the law 
of notice is often described in terms of "good faith." Where the facts reveal a purchaser who 
has acquired an interest without asking obvious questions, or without DEFENSES TO 
RESTITUTION drawing inferences that would appear self-evident to a disinterested 
observer, it is natural to describe the ensuing contest (between purchaser and adverse 
claimant) by referring to the purchaser's lack of good faith. This way of looking at the problem 
explains how the "innocent purchaser" or "bona fide purchaser" came to be so named." 
In their "Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank Hill", the defendants clai 
that they had " ... received funds from their daughter as a loan to purchase the subject property with n 
knowledge of any wrong doing, if any, on the part of their daughter" (<][16). Armed with the 
knowledge that their daughter had been completely dependent. upon ~e plaintiff for financial support 
for the prior five years and that she hadn't worked outside the home during that time, a prudent 
person, it would seem, would want to know, based on the foregoing information, how she o~tained 
the money. If the defendants honestly believed that the $101,500.00 was their daughter's money, 
there would have been no need to ask the plaintiff to loan them $2,500.00; they would have asked 
































The defendants were not "bona fide purchasers". As such, they became the constructive 
trustees of the plaintiff's money because the money and its product (419 N 19th Street property) 
remained subject to the constructive trust. Though the property was transferred to a third party, 
the transferee assumes the role of trustee: 
"(1) Where a person holding property in which another has a beneficial 
interest transfers title to the property in violation of his duty to the 
other, the transferee holds the property subject to the interest of the 
other, unless he is a bona fide purchaser" (Restatement of Restitution § 
168). 
Accordingly, the plaintiff is entitled to title to the real property because a constructive trust is 
not only an in personam proceeding, it is also an in rem proceeding: " ... a constructive trust is 
essentially a tracing remedy, allowing recovery of the specific asset or assets taken from the plaintiff, 
. . 
any property substituted for it, and any gain in its value". 1 Dobbs, Law_ of Remedies§ 4.3(1), pp. 
588-89. 
In paragraph 17 of their "Answer and Affirmative Defenses of Gennieve and Frank Hill" the 
defendants claim that they " ... made material and substantial improvements to the subject property 
with funds not received and/or loaned to them from their daughter ... ". Presumably this claim was 
made in order to preclude the plaintiff from obtaining the 419 N 19th Street property without 
compensating the defendants for said improvements. However, in order to qualify for compensation 
for any improvements made to the property (known as a "set-off') the defendants must be considered 
"good faith improvers" o( the property. The defendants did not acquire the property in good faith 
and, therefore, according to the Supreme Court of Idaho, they have no claim to the permanent 
improvements they may have made to the property: 
"Looking first at the good faith element, other jurisdictions have held that a misdeed in 
acquiring color of title automatically negates the good faith of the improver. For 
instance, in Ute-Cal Land Development Corporation v. Sather, the Supreme Court of 
Utah held: ''The good faith of an occupying claimant must be premised upon a 
reasonable and honest belief of ownership and must be wholly free of a design · to 

































defraud the true owner." 645 P.2d 665, 667 (Utah 1982). That court noted that the 
defendants' "deliberate attempt to unlawfully deprive plaintiff of its ranch 
demonstrates that good faith was wholly lacking." Id. Additionally, no improvements 
. that defendants made could be premised on an honest belief that they owned the ranch; 
instead, the defendants' contentions "could only have been grounded on the false 
premise that they were entitled to the fruits of their misdeeds in the absence of a 
challenge thereto." Id. 
· Likewise, in New York "[w]here a wrongdoer, deliberately, possesses himself of the 
property of another, repudiating his obligations, and this is the finding of fact, if he 
sees fit to expend large sums of money in permanent improvements on another man's 
land, he forfeits the money so expended." Warner v. Warner, 199 A.O. 159, 166, 191 
,N.Y.S. 612 (N.Y. App.Div.1921). Indeed, "[a] wrongdoer, with knowledge of his 
· wrongdoing and of the rights of the true owner has no claim to permanent 
· improvements placed upon the property unlawfully in his possession." Id. Moreover, 
such a result has been the case since before the introduction of the betterment statutes 
in Idaho. Cf. Smith v. Long, 76 Idaho 265, 277, 281 P.2d 483, 491-92 (1955) (noting 
that occupiers who make improvements in good faith would be entitled . to 
compensation). Bach v. Miller, 158 P. 3d 305 - Idaho: Supreme Court 2007. 
. Additionally, although the defendants have either occupied or rented out the 419 N 19th Street 
property since November of 2009, without compensation to the plaintiff, they have not paid.the 
property taxes since 2011 and have received rental income for the property for at least one and a half 
' 
years. If the defendants are not held liable for the ~axes and rental income, they will be unjustly 
enriched at the expense of both the plaintiff (for the rental income) as well as Ada County (for the 
property taxes). Furthermore, the 419 N 19th Street property will enter foreclosure proceedings in 
August 2015 due to the defendant's property tax delinquency, as of 3/3/15, of $4,075.23 (se~ Exhibit 
' ' 
6, Ada County Tax History for 419 N 19th Street). 
CONCLUSION 
The defendants have not and cannot present to the Court a genuine issue of material fact upon which . . 
the trier of fact must rule. Furthermore, they have not presented a viable defense for their actions, 
·having agreed with the plaintiff's position on all but one issue: the defendants claim that they did not 































know the money they used to buy the 419 N. 19th Street property belonged to the plaintiff and was 
subject to a constructive trust. However, because they were not "bona fide purchasers", having given 
no value for the money they received from their daughter, the defendants are charged with having 
that knowledge and their affirmative defenses are unavailable. 
Frank and Gennieve Hill knowingly accepted money their daughter had stolen from the 
plaintiff and used it to purchase the 419 N 19th Street property. The money was subject to a 
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The plaintiff, therefore, prays for the following: 
1. For an order from the Court conveying title to the 419 N 19th Street real property to 
.the plaintiff. 
2. For an order from the Court that the defendants are owed nothing for any 
improvements they may have.made to the property. 
3. For an order from the Court that the defendants are liable for, and must immediately 
remit, $4,075.23 (as of March 3, 2015) to the Ada County Treasurer for the delinquent property taxes 
and applicable interest/penalties on the 419 N. 19th Street property for the 2012, 2013, and 2014 tax 
years. 
4. For an order directing defendants to account for any/all rental income they have 
received for 419 N 19th Street property, and to remit said rental income to the plaintiff. 
For plaintiffs costs of suit incurred. 5. 
6. For any and all damages/penalties the Court sees fit to impose on the defendants. 
"I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct." 
h' 
DATED: March 31, 2015 G Harrentsian 
In Propia Persona . 





Chad E. Bernards ISB # 7441 
STEW ART TAYLOR & MORRIS PLLC 
12550 W. Explorer Drive, Suite 100 
Boise, Idaho 83713 
Telephone:(208) 345-3333 
Fax No.: (208) 345-4461 
:.~·----F-1~ b~\Q 
APR 2 ~ 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
Sy HALEY MYERS 
DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Defendants Gennieve and Frank Hill 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 




GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV OC 1500036 
MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION 
TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Come Now, Defendants, Gennieve Hill and Frank Hill ("Hills"), by and through their 
counsel of record, Stewart Taylor & Morris PLLC, and hereby respectfully submit this 
Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment filed with the above 
captioned Court on April 6, 2015 (the "Motion"). This opposition memorandum is further 
supported by the affidavits of Gennieve Hill, Frank Hill and Sarah Correa, as well as the record 
on file herein. 
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Plaintiff is not entitled to summary judgment on his claims for enforcement of 
constructive trust and unjust enrichment because his main contention for which his summary 
judgment motion rests, hinges upon a material fact for which Defendants vehemently dispute -
that is that they [Defendants] knowingly accepted stolen monies from their daughter. Plaintiff 
incorrectly concludes that the Defendants "knowingly accepted money their daughter had stolen 
from the plaintiff and used it to purchase the 419 N. 19th Street Property." In reaching this 
conclusion, Plaintiff incorrectly assumes that the Defendants did not inquire from their daughter 
where the funds came from. Upon this faulty premise, Plaintiff further erroneously concludes 
that the Defendants are not entitled to compensation for their improvements to the real property 
because they did not make the improvements in good faith. Because the facts as understood by 
the Defendants at the time they borrowed the money from their daughter to purchase the subject 
property and later made improvements thereon are disputed between the parties, Plaintiff is not 
entitled to summary judgment. 
II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 56 sets forth that, in considering a motion for summary 
judgment, summary judgment may properly be granted only where there are no genuine issues of 
material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter oflaw. I.R.C.P. 56(c). In 
determining whether any issue of material fact exists, a court must construe all facts and 
inferences contained in the pleadings, depositions, and admissions, together with the affidavits, if 
any, in the light most favorable to the non-moving party. I.R.C.P. 56(c); see also Sewell v. 
Neilson, Monroe Inc., 109 Idaho 192, 194, 706 P.2d 81, 83 (Ct. App. 1985). A mere scintilla of 
evidence or only slight doubt as to the facts is not sufficient to create a genuine issue for 
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purposes of summary judgment. See Samuel v. Hepworth, Nungester & Lezamiz, Inc., 134, Idaho 
84, 87, 134 Idaho 84, 996 P.2d 303, 306 (2002). However, summary judgment must be denied if 
reasonable perso1,1s could reach differing conclusions or draw conflicting inferences from the 
evidence. Smith v. Meridian Joint Sch. Dist. No. 2, 128 Idaho 714, 718, 918 P.2d 583, 587 
(1996). 
The trial court may not decide an issue not raised in the moving party's motion for 
summary judgment, Harwood v. Talbert, 136 Idaho 672, 678, 39 P.3d 612, 618 (2001). The 
court must determine whether the moving party has shown that there is a lack of any genuine 
issue of material fact as to each issue raised by the motion for summary judgment. Coghlan v. 
Beta Theta Pi Fraternity, 133 Idaho 388, 401, 987 P.2d 300, 313 (1999). Finally, issues of 
credibility are not appropriate at the summary judgment stage. Beus v. Beus, 151 Idaho 235, 
240, 254 P.3d 1231, 1236 (2011) (" .. .it is not proper to assess credibility at the summary 
judgment stage when credibility can be tested in court before the trier of fact.") 
III. FACTS NOT IN DISPUTE 
Defendants assert in good faith that the following facts are not in dispute: 
1. Frank and Gennieve Hill are the parents of Sarah Correa. 
2. Ms. Correa is the ex-girlfriend of Plaintiff and mother of two ofhis children. 
3. Plaintiff wrote three (3) checks to Ms. Correa totaling $400,000 in 2008. 
4. Ms. Correa wrote checks out to Gennieve Hill in July, 2009 totaling $101,500. 
From these funds, Ms. Hill, who at the time was residing in California, transferred $104,000 to 
her sister, Yvette Bruce's account who resided in Idaho on or about October 27, 2009. 
5. That on or about October 27, 2009, the 419 N. 19th Street property was acquired 
at a trustee's sale for $96,000 after the Defendants were the highest bidders. 
MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT - Page 3 
000043
6. The Defendants made improvements to the subject property with their own funds. 
7. The subject property is currently titled in the Defendants' name. 
IV. MATERIAL FACTS IN DISPUTE 
Defendants assert in good faith that the following facts are in dispute: 
1. The $101,500 to the Defendants from their daughter was a loan and not a gift. 
2. The Defendants believed in good faith that the $101,500 was a portion of funds 
gifted to their daughter by the Plaintiff. 
3. The Defendants had no knowledge of any wrongdoing by their daughter, if any, 
either at the time they were loaned the $101,500 from their daughter or during the period of time 
they expended their own funds to improve the subject property. 
V. ARGUMENT 
To be clear, the Defendants do not take the position that Plaintiff is not entitled to the 
$101,500 that was lent to them from their daughter. However, Defendants do believe they are 
entitled to compensation for the $40,000 plus of improvements they made to the subject 
property. As stated above, the Plaintiffs case against the Defendants in attempting to enforce a 
constructive trust against the whole of the subject property rests upon whether the Defendants 
received the borrowed funds with knowledge that their daughter obtained the same from the 
Plaintiff by illegal or wrongful means. Because the parties dispute the factual circumstances 
regarding what the Defendants knew or didn't know at the time they borrowed the money from 
their daughter or at the time they made improvements to the subject property, summary judgment 
1s improper. 
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a. There is a dispute of fact regarding whether the funds were a gift or a loan. 
Plaintiff attempts to conclude that the money lent to Defendants from their daughter was 
a gift and not a loan by pointing to the Chapter 7 bankruptcy creditor's meeting held on February 
7, 2013. Plaintiff's Notice of Motion and Motion for Summary Judgment, pg. 9. 1 Plaintiff 
apparently draws this hasty conclusion when Ms. Correa is asked: "Isn't it true that you gave it 
to your parents [sic] buy property at 419 N. 19th Street in Boise?" wherein Ms. Correa answers 
"A portion of it was." Plaintiff's Motion, pg. 5, Exhibit 2. However, it is never asked of Ms. 
Correa as a follow up about whether she gave a portion of the money to her parents as a loan or a 
gift or whether she had any expectation that the funds were to be paid back to her. Under Idaho 
law, to effectuate a gift, a donor must "deliver property to a donee, or to someone on his or her 
behalf, with a manifest intent to make a gift of the property." Banner Life Ins. Co. v. Mark 
Wallace Dixson Irrevocable Trust, 147, Idaho 117, 126, 206 P.3d 481, 490 (2009). Further, 
delivery is accomplished when the grantor relinquishes all present and future dominion over the 
property. Id., citing Estate of Hull v. Williams, 126 Idaho 437, 440, 885 P.2d 1153, 1156 
(Ct.App.1994). 
The fact alone that a portion of the funds Ms. Correa received from the Plaintiff was later 
transferred to the Defendants does not in and of itself establish that it was a gift. To the contrary, 
the affidavits of Ms. Correa and Mr. and Ms. Hill (the parties to transfer of the funds) submitted 
herewith affine to the fact that the funds were a loan to be paid back to Ms. Correa and not a gift. 
Ms. Correa did not relinquish all future dominion over any portion of the property/funds lent to 
1 Plaintiffs Notice of Motion and Motion for Summary Judgment will be referred to hereinafter 
as Plaintiffs Motion. 
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her parents. Plaintiff's conclusion that the $101,500 was a gift to the Defendants is not only 
speculative and conclusory, it is contrary to the sworn testimonies of the relevant parties to the 
transfer of property [$101,500], and is for the Court to determine at trial as the trier of fact. 
b. There is a dispute of fact regarding what the Defendants knew at the time the 
money was lent to them and when they made improvements to the subject 
property. 
Defendants do not contend that Plaintiff has a judgment against Ms. Correa adjudicating 
a constructive trust in the funds, however, there has not yet been a judicial determination 
regarding a constructive trust in the subject property as a whole, including the improvement 
made thereon with the Defendants own money. Plaintiff argues in his briefing that the 
Defendant cannot claim ignorance as a viable defense and that they were "obligated to inquire 
about the source of the money given to them by their daughter," and that "a prudent person, it 
would seem, would want to know, based on the foregoing information, how she obtained the 
money." Plaintiff's Motion, pgs. 4, 6. In so doing, Plaintiff incorrectly assumes that the 
Defendants (1) are oblivious as to how their daughter got the money in the first instance, and (2) 
had need to inquire about where the funds came from, when they were told by Ms. Correa 
exactly where the funds came from - the Plaintiff. The proper questions are whether the 
Defendants (1) were somehow in collusion with their daughter to wrongfully deprive the 
Plaintiff of the funds in question; and\or had knowledge that the funds were "stolen" from the 
Plaintiff. These questions go to the heart of whether the Defendants purchased the subject 
property in good faith with the funds lent to them by their daughter and whether the 
improvements they made thereafter with their own money were made in good faith. The facts 
surrounding these questions are in dispute between the parties. 
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The affidavits of the Hills and Ms. Correa submitted herewith affine to the fact that 
Defendants had no knowledge of any [ alleged] wrongdoing by Ms. Correa in receiving the 
$400,000. Further, Defendants don't pretend to have no idea about how their daughter obtained 
the money. The fact that Plaintiff obtained a judgment against Ms. Correa in October, 2012 -
more than three (3) years after she loaned the funds to the Defendants, does not assist the Court 
in determining what the Defendants knew in 2009 when the subject property was acquired or 
when they made the improvements thereon before they moved onto the property in July, 2012. 
Plaintiff cites to Bach v. Miller, 144 Idaho 142, 158 P.3d 305 (2007) to support his 
argument that the Defendants are not entitled to compensation for improvements made with their 
own money because to be entitled to such they would have to be "good faith improvers" of the 
property. Again, because genuine issues of material fact exist surrounding the question of "good 
faith" on behalf of the Defendants, summary judgment is not appropriate. 
Bach was not decided on summary judgment. In Bach, a jury trial was held and a verdict 
was rendered in favor of the appellant [Miller] on her fraud and breach of fiduciary claims 
against the respondent [Bach]. Id. at 144. The trial court then gave Miller the election of 
quieting title in her name or receiving damages based upon the jury's verdict. Id. Miller elected 
to quiet title in her name. Id. However, the trial court ordered Miller to pay Bach for the 
improvements made by him upon the property after a court trial to determine the value of the 
improvements. Id. Miller appealed on the issue of whether Bach was entitled to restitution 
under Idaho's betterment statutes. Id. at 146. The Idaho Supreme Court reversed on this issue 
holding that because the jury had found that Bach had defrauded Miller which amounted to "a 
deliberate attempt to unlawfully deprive" Miller of the property, Bach's improvements could not 
constitute good faith. Id. at 147. Here, there has been no factual finding of fraud or wrongdoing 
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by the Defendants. Rather, Plaintiff improperly attempts to usurp the role of the fact finder, the 
Court in this instance, in making a factual determination that the Defendants are "wrongdoers" 
themselves or that the Defendants knew or should have known of any alleged wrongdoing by 
Ms. Correa (which they deny in their sworn affidavits herewith). These factual determinations 
are to be appropriately made at the trial in this matter, not summary judgment. 
Because material facts regarding the "good faith" status of the Defendants are in dispute, 
coupled with the summary judgment standard that all facts and inferences are to be viewed in the 
light most favorable to the Defendants [non-moving party], Plaintiff is not entitled to judgment 
as a matter of law. 
VI. CONCLUSION 
For the reasons set forth above, together with the affidavits submitted herewith, 
Defendants respectfully request that Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment be denied in its 
entirety. 
DATED this il day of April, 2015. 
STEWARTTAYLOR&MORRIS PLLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this '2. r day of April, 2015, I caused to be served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Antranick Harrentsian 
8065 Dorian Way 






Express Overnight Delivery 
Facsimile 
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Gennieye Hill and f'rank Hill 
Defendants 
Case No.: CV..QC-2015-00036 
PLAlNTIFF'S REPLY TO DEFENDANT'S 
MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION 
TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
INTRODUCl'ION 
A party opposing a motion for sunumu:y judgment "may not rest upon the mere allegations or 
denials of that party's pleadings, but the party's response ... must set forth specific facts showing that there . . 
. . 
is a genuine issue for trial.'' I.R.C.P. 56(e). Further, th~ ''nomnoving party must submit more than just 
conclusory assertions that an issue of material fact exists ~o withstand summary judgment." Van- v. 
Portneuf Medical Center, 147 ldaho 552, 556, 212 P.3d 982, 986 (2009). 
The defendants ·have not presented to the Court a genuine issue of a material fact sufficient to 
deny the plaintiff summary judgment Nor have they provided the Court with any admissible 
evidence to support their argument against the plaintiffs motion for summary judgment. Despite the 
defense's best efforts to complicate this case, it is actually very straightforward and simple •. Sarah 
Catherine Correa stole money from the plaintiff. She then gave $101,500.00 of that money to her 
parents (the defendants), who used that money to purchase a house (419 N. i9lh Street). The money 
used to purchase the house belonged to the plaintiff; therefore, the house belongs to the plaintiff. 













1. Sarah Catherine Correa ·stole $400,000.00 from the plaintiff and gave $101,500.00 to 
the defendants. 
2. The defendants used the $101,500.00 t<;> purchase 419 N 19th Street, Boise, Idaho 
83716 (hereafter 419 N 19th St. property) • 
3. Sarah Catherine Correa was found to have converted (stolen) the plaintiff's funds and 





4. Sarah Catherine Corre~'s debt to the plaintiff was ordered non-dischargeable by the 
U.S. Bankruptcy Court. 

















6. The defendant's had consti:uctive knowledge of their daughter's theft prior to 
purchasing the 419 N 19th St. property and before they began the alleged "improvements'' t~ said 
property. 
THERE JS NO DISPUTE OF FACT REGARDING WHETHER THE FUNDS WERE 
A GIFf OR A LOAN 
Toe defendants have already admitted that they received the plaintiff's money from their 
daughter without consideration. They now believe that there is some sort of dispute as to whether the 
money they used to purchase the 419 N. 19th Street property was a gift or a loan from their daughter, 
ID:1d that this is somehow~ genuine issue of a material fact. It isn't, and this is the point that.~e 
def~se fails to acknowledge: the money was never the property of Sarah Catherine Correa and, as 
such. she had no authority to give it away, lend it, or do. anything with the money except to retum it ,. 
to the plaintiff. This fact has been established by no less than thl'ee separate courts: the Superior 

































Court of califomia. County of Placer (Case SCV0025631), the United States Bankruptcy Court, 
District of Idaho (Case 13-00034-TI..M), and this Court (Case CV-OC-2012-21938) and the 
defendants are collaterally estopped from attempting to re-litigate this fact. 
, The.re are many instances in the defendant's Memorandum In Opposition to Plaintiff's Motio 
for Summary Judgment where they characterize Ms. Correa's theft from the plaintiff as "alleged". 
There, however, is no allegation involving her actions. Ms. Cor.r:ea was found by the Placer County 
Case Judge to have converted the plaintiff's money and imposed a constructive trust over the money. 
The US Bankruptcy Court Judge o:r:dered that Ms. Correa's debt to the plaintiff was nondischargeable 
. . 
fol' fraud or defalcation while acting in a fiduciary capacity, embezzlement, or larceny(§ 523(a)(4)); 
and for willful and malicious injury by the debtor to another entity or to the property of another entity 
(§ 523(a)(6)). 
Ms. Correa stole the plaintiff's money and the laws of the State of California no longer make 
a distinction betwe~n theft by fraud, embezzlement or larceny. They all fall under the umbrella of 
theft. "In Califo.mia, the ancient common law distinctions between the theories of larceny by trick 
and theft by false pretenses [and embezzlement] no longer exist by statute; under [Califomi~ Penal 
Code] section 484, ~ere is simply one consolidated crime of theft, which the jury may find upon 
either theory, if there is an 'unlawful [taking]'" (People v. Counts, (1995) 31 Cal.App.4th 785, 793). 
Indeed, by California law conversion equals theft, "(a) Every person who shall feloniously 
steal, take, carry, lead, or drive away the pel'Sonal property of another, or who shall fraudulently 
appropriate property which has been entrusted to him or her ... is guilty of theft'' (Cal. Penal <?ode § 
484). And theft is inteq,reted as embezzlement, "Wherever any law or statute of this state refers to 
or mentions larceny, embez.zlement, or stealing, said law or statute shall hereafter be .read and 
interpreted as if the word 'theft' we.re substituted therefore" (Cal. Penal Code § 490). Per California 































law, thent conversion constitutes embezzlement. ''Embezzlement is the fraudulent appropriation of 
property by a person to whom it has been intrusted" (Cal. Penal Code § 503). 
THE DEFENDANTS CANNOT CLAIM THEY LACKED NOTICE OF THE 
cmCUMSTANCES OF MS. CORREA'S ACT 
The defendants now claim that they thought their daughter was given $400,000.00 to stay 
with the plaintiff. The last check was :i:eceived by the Ms. Correa on July 20, 2008 and less than 
seven months later she left the plaintiff. There is no explanation as to why the plaintiff would 
suddenly give Ms. Correa money to stay with him; nor was there any guarantee that in paying the 
money that Ms. Correa would re.main with the plaintiff. 
Additionally, the defendants claim that the money was also given to Ms. Correa foi: her and 
the plaintiff's children's education. This is ironic as the plaintiff had to sue Ms. Correa in 2010 to 
retcieve $2,018.75 from the 529 education plan that the plaintiff had created and funded for bis 
children's education (the plaintiff had prepaid $3,000.00 from the plan to Fairvale Preschool for their 
son's preschool tuition, Ms. Conea then removed him from the preschool afte:i: one month and took 
the remaining $2,018.75 balance) (see Attachment 1). Furthermore, it is difficult to understand how 
Ms. Correa's "loan" of $101,500.00 to the defendants would have benefited Ms. Correa, their 
children and or their children's educations as that, according to the defense, was the purpose of the 
The defense is correct in stating that the final judgment in the Placer County Case was not 
entered until October 2012 and "does not assist the Court in determining what the Defendants knew 
in 2009 when the subject property was acquired or when they made the improvements thereon before 
they moved onto the property in July, 2012'' (Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for 
Summary Judgment, pg. 7 '11). However, the Placer County Case lawsuit was filed on September 
24, 2009 and personally served on Sarah Catherine Correa at the defendant•s home (where she was 
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residing)-a full month and three days before the defen~ts purchased the 419 N 19th Street property. 
Furthennore, the Placer County Court trial was held on March 24, 2011 with Gennieve Hill 
present in the audience for the entire trial; and the Court's Tentative Statement of Decision was 
enter~d and mailed to Ms. Correa at .the defendant's residence on June 7, 2011-both well before the 
defendant's began making their improvements in May, 2012. Additionally, both of the defendants 
attended Sarah Catherine Correa's ~pter 7 Banbuptcy Meeting With Creditors on '2/07/13t where 
she was asked, under oath, if anyone owed her money, to which she replied .. No" (see Attachment 2, 
Transcript of Sarah Correa' s Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors on Februacy 7, 2013, pg. 5, 
lines 10-11). 
THE AFFIDAVIT OF MS. COB.REA. IS PRESENTED IN BAD FAITH 
The defense attempts to bolstertheir argument with affidavits by the defendants as well as 
their daughter, Sarah Catherine Correa. Ms. Correa's unsworn affidavit is particularly interesting as 
it is completely contradicted by her prior sworn testimony in the Superior Court of California, Coun. 
of Placer court case SCV002S631 (hereafter the Placer County Case) and at her Chapter 7 
Bankruptcy Meeting of Crediors: 
Ms. Correa, in het "Affidavit of Sarah Co1Tea", claims that ''To this Day I still believe he 
gifted me the money for me and the children, and I know that I didn't steal the money from µim as he 
has portrayed to everyone.'' (Affidavit of Sarah Correa. pg. 215). 
. The Court in the Placer County Case, however, found: 
"After this defendant threatened to leave plaintiff, who, she claims, offered her some 
or all of the three checks to either persuade her to stay with him or as payment to her 
to atone for the shoving incident. The court does not accept the defendant's testimony · 
on this issue. The court finds defendant's credibility problematic at best. On both 
issues, gift and/or accord, there we.re inconsistencies in her testimony. While she 
. claimed gift she admitted that when given the checks the plaintiff told her to hold them 
until the much referenced (both in trial testimony and brle:ting) "black cloud" of 

































litigation went away. Also the couple normally conducted their family fmances very 
modestly; such that it would be utterly inconsistent of plaintiff to gift several hundred 
thousand dollars to the defendant over a couple of months." (see Attachment 3, 
Tentative Statement of Decision, pg. 2 14-5) 
"After he wrote me the first check, I asked him why he had written me a check for 
$50,000.00, and he just told me that it was for me and the kids/' (Affidavit of Sarah Correa pg. 2, <JI4). 
. Placer County Court testimony: 
Q. And sometime in April of 2008 there was a $50,000 check that came to you from a company 
called American Ammort, Inc. Can you tell the judge how that happened? We're going to go check 
by check, so let's go with the first check. _ 
A. How it happened that I came to have it 
Q. How you came to have that check. 
A. ~· Harrentsian, who w~ talking about several trials he was involved with and lawsuits, and he 
was afraid that he might lose them and pay large legal fees, so he asked me if I would hold the 
$50,000 for him and set it aside. (see Attachement 4. Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings. 
Volume 1 pg. 4, lines 13-25) 
''I always believed he was giving me the money so that I would stay with him, which I did for 
a while until I left him for the final time on February 7, 2009" (Affidavit of Sarah Correa, pg. 2 '14) 
'13ecause I still don't believe I '"stole" the money, I of course never told my mother or father that I 
had obtained the money by stealing it from the Plaintiff or that there was any obligation on my part to 
give the money back to Plaintiff-he never once told me that I was just holding the money for him or 
that I had to return it." (Affidavit of Sarah Correa, pg. 2 '15) 
Placer County Court testimony: 
Q. BY MR. CASS: Now, at the time that you got this $250,000 check, not today but back then, wha 
' . 
was your understanding about if he asked for the money. back? 































A. That I would give it to him once there was no legal issues for him that could subject him to a loss. 
(see Attachment 5, Reporter's Partial Transcript of ~gs, Volume 1 pg. 12. lines 22-26) 
Placer County Court testimony: 
Q. All right. Now. when he gave you the check in April of 2008, was there any discussion about 
how soon in time he would ask it back or if he would ever ask for it back? 
A. He said once the lawsuits had passed or been judged upon. There was no blanket statement of the 
exact time that it would be returned. (see Attachment 6, Reporter's Partial TJ::anscript of Proceedings, 
Volume 1 pg. 8, lines 12~18). 
Placer County Court testimony: 
Q. And di4 he ever tell you about at the time in this April of 2008, did he ever tell you anything 
about what when he gave you this check about if he ever expected to get it back or anything like that? 
A. Once I guess the lawsuit was done and over with, and whether he won, lost or whatever the case 
may be, that he would be entitled to it, iguess. I'm not sure. 
Q. And did he say anything to you· at that time about whether or not it was a gift to you? 
A. It's a check now. This was not a gift, no. (see Attachment 7, Reporter's Partial Transcript of 
Proceedings, Volume 1 pgs. 5-6, lines 22w28 and 1-3) 






Isn't it true that you gave it to your·parents buy property at 419 19th Street in Boise? 
A portion of it was. 
11/20/2009? 
Some cash of it. Some of the money was. Yes. 
Q. When was this given to them? 
A. April 2008, I don't know. May 2008. 















BY MR. GUGINO: How much money.did you give your parents? 
BY MS. CORREA: Twenty-five thousand. 
BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: What happened to the seventy-five thousand? 
A. BY MS. CORREA: It was -~ 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: Why did you -- hold on -- did you just forgot about that when I 






















A. BY MS. CORREA: I did know [Indiscemible][00:13:51], rm sorry, I did. It just 
didn't come across my mind until he asked me. 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: Twenty-five thousand dollars for your parents, it didn't cross 
your mind? Your parents still live at this house? 
A. BY MS CORREA: Yes. 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: 419 19th Street in Boise? 
A. BY MS. CORREA: North 19th Street. 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: In Boise? 
A. Yes. 
JMR. HARRENTSIAN: An all cash sale. 
Q. 
A. 
BY MR. GUGINO: When did you give them this money? 
BY MS. CORREA: April or May-~ l':m sorry, May-June 2008. 
(see Attachment 8, Transcript Of Sarah Cottea's Chapter 7 Bankruptcy Meeting Of Creditors On 
February 7, 2013, pg. 14 & 15, lines 9-27 and 1-9) 
Ms. Correa was asked four separate times about giving the money to her parents. Not once 
did she attempt to jnfonn the questioning Bankruptcy Tl'UStee Jeremy Gugino or the plaintiff that she 
had lent her parents the money; nor did she amend her bankruptcy filing to show that she was owed 

































$101,500.00 from her parents (see Attachment 9). Had there been, in fact, a loan, the Bankruptcy 
I 
Trustee Jeremy Gugino could have collected the asset for the benefit of her creditors. Bank;1'uptcy 
Trustee Gugino would not have, of course, because, as he stated in an email to the plaintiff on 
February 10, 2013 (see Attachment 10): 
''Furthermore, since those funds were not hers to dispose of, I will not be attempting to 
avoid any transfer of the moi;iey she made pre-petition since those funds were (it 
appears) not ''property of the debtor'' - a prerequisite of any trustee avoidance action." 
CONCLUSION 
The defendants also claim that they have made improvements to the subject pi:operty with 
their own funds and that this is an undisputed. fact. The plaintiff, however, i~ unaware of any 
evide~ce provided by the de~endants that would indicate that they had made any improvements to the 
subject property, let alone $40,000.00 worth, as they allege. In his Affidavit, defendant Frank Hill 
stated that he and his wife ''moved to Boise in May, 2012 and stayed with her sister until we finished 
the .remodeling/fixes" (pg. 2, '16). The Placer County Court trial took place on March 24, 2011 and 
the Court's Tentative Statement of Decision was entered into the record and mailed to Sarah 
Catherine Correa (at the defendant's residence) on June 7, 2011-almost one year prior to the alleged 
remodeling/fixes. 
The facts of this case mirror, almost to a "t", the circwnstances in illustration 1, §58 of The 
Restatement (Thud) of Restitution & Unjust Enriclunent:. 
"Secretary misappropriates $100,000 in gold coins and bearer bonds hidden in 
decedent's house, but she has none of this money in her possession when the facts are 
discovered. Jf decedent's Estate could not show what became of the stolen property, 
Estate would be limited to a remedy in tort or restitution· via money judgment against 
Secretary personally, in the amount of $100,000 plus interest (§§ 41, 49(1)). But 
Estate can demonstrat.e that Secretary gave $50,000 in stolen bonds to her Uncle; that 
Uncle exchanged the bonds for a cashier's check; and that Uncle used the check. to 
purchase a house, taking title in bis own name. The house is the traceable product of 

































decedent's bonds. The ability to trace the funds into the house enables Estate to 
recover ownership of the house from Uncle via constructive trust(§ 55)." 
Because the cases are so similar, the teroedy in the present case should, therefore, mirror the 
remedy in the above example. 
Finally, despite the three separate court judgments against their daughter, all of which 
enumerate the wrongdoing by Ms. Correa; despite the plaintiff subpoenaing the defendant's ·bank 
statement~ despite the filing and recording of the lis pen:edens on the 419 N 19th Street property; 
despite defendant Genni.eve Hill's attendance at the Placer County Court trial; and despite the 
attendance of both of the defendants at Ms. Correa' s Bankruptcy Meeting of Creditors: the 
defendants actually expect the Court to believe that they never knew of Ms. Correa's transgressions 
and that the defendants and Ms. Correa have done nothing wrong. 
Plaintiff asks that the Court grant the plaintiff's motion for summary judgment and imposes 
I.R.C.P. 56(g) on the defendants for Ms. Correa's bad faith affidavit. 
"I declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of Idaho that the 
foregoing is true and correct 11 
DATED: May 4, 2015 
1- Antranick Harrentsian · 
In Propia Persona 






































You haven't signed off on any deeds or any bills of sale ... 
No. 
... or anything like that? 
No. 





Does anyone owe you money? 
No. 
Have your wages been garnished? 
A. They were garnished. Yes. 
When was the last time? Q. 
A. January 8, but then they returned it to me because I [lndiscernible][00:03:08] - I'm 
sorry January 11 but the [lndiscernible][00:03:10] was in January 9. So the Sheniff's probably 
returned it to me. 
MR. GUGINO: Okay. Alright, as far as these things go. this seems like a pretty typical 
bankruptcy petition until we go through Schedule F •.. 
MR. Wil.SON: Right. 
MR. GUGINO: ... and we see a judgment against you for five hundred and thirty~eight 
thousand dollars. 
MS. CORREA: Yes. 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: You want to tell me what this is all about? 
A. BY MS. CORREA: During the course of my relationship with.'my ex~boyfrlend, he 
'l'RANSClUM' OF SARAH CORREA'$ CHAP'I'ER. 7 BANKRUPTCY MEETING OF CREDITORS ON FEBRUARY 
7,2013 
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NOTICE TO.ALL:P!J-INTIFFS ~Ii DEFENDANTS AVISQ.A''tODOS.~OS.DEMANDANTcS Y DEMAND.ADOS 
Your small clelma case ·has. been decfded. If you lost the SU caso tia &ldo. resueffo poi ia coite .para reclamos judiciale& manores. 
caM. · and ·tM l:Ourt otdere<t ·YOU -to pay monavl .. ~ SI la corte ha detlidiiio en·.su contr.(y'·ha 1,rd$1a<ltl'que usted p-. dine-
wagn; ~· anr.l'·pl'(l~rty·inav be:tatten wlthollfwfther ro, le.·nuedan ~~'~rio;·su CfirlefO, y otra& cosas·de,·au piopiedad, 
warning ftom .iho .col.lit.· Ftead tfte back <if this $.heet for sin tWlso ·adldonal p_or parte de etda carte. Lea el reverso de este·furmu-
lmportarlt infonnatl()n:11.bout your rights. larlo para.o~ infoimacion de irTIJ)ortantcia !lcerca ~ ws clefecllos. 




8511 ROLLiNG GRfet,.,l'WAY 
,,FAIR'O~,,OA $5628 
This ~atter ~~.on regular1yforhearing .. oB October 18. 2010, ·af 8:1'5 AM, in Dep~ 87. It Is hereby stipulated by the 
Plalntlff.~C"'.J-6$~fendartta SARAl-,J'CAlHERlNE,COR~EA •. endLORAINE.CENt:ER, Df3A-
FAIRVALE'PRE.S9!-l0QL AND ·DAV CARE to have M. JANS PEARCE pr~iding as temporary .judge puts.uant to California 
Rules cf Court, R1,11e·2.B1'6. 
Judgment was ~<3red on October 18, 2010, as follows: 
The D8f8ndant NANCY FREEMAN, OBA· FAl'RVAl.:E PRESCHOOL AND DAY. CARE was dlsnil~~ without prejudice. 
. . . . 
The D.efehdar1t.,LQ~.NE .CENTER, OBA· ~AIRVALE PRl;SCJ;IOOI:.· ANO DAY CAR~cloes· not owe the Plaintiff 
ANTRANICK JEAN HARRENTSIAN any money/property an P.laintiffs olaim. '· ;, . . · . · . .. . 
The Oefertd~:·~~H.CA:T~.ERINE ·CORREA shall pay the Plai°i)tiff ~1RAf.llbK ~~N HARRENTSIAN p'rj~cip~Jn tfl~ 
amount of $2,0f8. 75 on 'Plaintiff's claim. · .. · · 
Further, tlie l)i;!fenda'nt SARAH CATHERINE CORREA s1ta1J1~y court fees and cost$ In th& amount of $50.00 dil'eCtly to the 
court · 
...... 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF .MAlllNG- l·certify that I am not a party.to ltl.is ai;tlon. This Ncitice of.Entry of Judgmerit was 
mailed first'class pc,stage prepaid, in a sealed.envelope to Plall'ltlff AN-~ICK JEAN HARRENTSJAN, at 8611 ROUING 
GREE.~,W>,\:(;.JM~A!{~ .. c~ ~~s .. Defendants 'SARAH ~A THERINE CORREA, ·at 3310 ROLi..$ [)~IVE, CAMERON 
· ""'PfCRK';'CA~siimt1~:~8A .:AAtRVAtE·PReSCHoel:-Afft>·OA:v-eAR(7at-6660'1'MO,ISON AVENUE;-·--
FAIR OA~~. CA 95828. ,Uie 'mailing and ttiis ce'rtificatiQl"I occu.rr~.at the plal:e and ot'i'the date sfiown below. . . . . . ~ . 
Place of Malling!' Sac,aihento. California 




Dennis 13. Jones. Clerk,. by __ ___.,(""'2!!9.!~·>"-·-na_l _on_F~i~le-/s/)....,·.__~, Deputy 
J. Halt 
fhe courrty provldet email ~~~ advi.o,r se~!~!!~ :of charge. ~~ci the [n~~~tion sheet on th! rpverse. 
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hil; husint!:,;s of :;e:lling ht1mc mongagcs. All corporet~ funding came frolu plaintiffs personal 
assets and there were 110 l~lh1:1· m.ttuml persons having any ownership relationship lo the.. . ... . 
· c<1rporatio11s othc:r than plaintiff. The cou1t mnkes a weak inference from the evidence tha~ tbe~e . · .. . 
:.:Clrporatinns were 11othit,g mor~ than u (probably int!pt) au.em.pt to shield personal assets frqm 
putcntial :.:rditor~ (s~~ ··uncleu11 hands" infra). · ·· 
Th.c de fondant arg1.1cs that al lowing the plaintiff to, substitute himself in'ihis l~wsuil for· the' 
carporations would nut ~mly h~ prc1cedurally imptt1per (the c<1rporations should have been na.med 
plaintiffs} but th.at practical unfairness 111ight result. If a judgment was rendel"ed in favar:~fth~ · 
plaintiff the i.:orpora.tic1111 s) might later come forward and s~e, forcing d~fendnnt to pay iwi~e.. · 
The ~ourt is sympathetic t<.') that possibility. Ho·wever the court conclu~es ii:om tile \1:ial evl~nce 
· that these corporation~ a.r~ literally nothing more than an extension of the p\'ait1titrs pcrso1~a! · 
li11:mc1.:~. ~-. 
• . ~i \ 
GIFT OR ACCORD AND SATISFACTION: The defendant ne~t clain1s that lhe $400;0.QO. 
was a gift and/or an accord in lieu of a possible tOl't action. As for th~ gift <;!aim it is. <>~;Viol.Is that 
persons ii:ivolved in romantic relationships offtimes give large gifts to thei~ p~t;t~ers with)to 
fonnalities. In this case there were no written conditions etc. given \vith the thi·ee 1~h'ec.ki . · . · 
However cv.::n the detendanl agreed there were oral conditions such ti1at defendant 'i.'las· si$.P1Y to 
··hold-- the procei:.-ds for plaintiff. She was unquestionably a trustee rather then· !l <i<mce. ·.:·.:: 
. •, ,·:.: .. 
.. •', ·. 
•, ,• 
As for ··accord and satisfaction'~d'efendant testified that the parties vacatio.ned. a~ ·a ~ud~ 1ari~h. · :·. · · ·. · · 
sponsored by Marboro cigarette:;, \.Vhile the.re th~ plaintiff engaged ~n·baorish behe.y~ol' .~(1~ · . . ... 
h:."\•el d1mtestic vfolence (loud argujng and shoving her). 1:he CQU..~le:was a.$ed to,J~y~ ~e-.d."µd~ · .: . · .: :/··: 
, • d • ,' '•1 I~,'·• ' i..:I.•..:' ~·," ~,t_::t,.,-;.;,:•::,~,, ';,.,..&!.'.•'"·'"''·•·" •,:••, :: 
~-~net].: .... ~f~~r. thJS:: .. ~Jfnd~l ~h~~~~~.d:t.9, lc;~v~,t):'~1;fntij..:i:w,h.~~;~~·;~1~1~i1.~~f~~~if!':~."~'~~-f-·~--·:;··. · · ..... , ' · : 
of'the three checkli to' d'thcr·perSt"iade her to S(ay with him or as paylnentto ner'to aw11e,-fdr~·· :_ . . ·.. : . ;· 
shoving incident. 1: 
The cour:t does not accept the defend.miVs te!t~UJOQ}':~m~this iJs.ue •. -'Q\~-c;~~'i:f:~~:H#~sf~'s. . · :··. 
credibility problcmati,c;. at. b$,t On ~cf.th issu~s; gift and/91" accor&:; .. t~~i:~.t~~~~~~s fa: .. -· •. · , · 
lier testimony. While s.be cl~imed gift she adri'iiftea ~'i wheh· gi~n th~ .~h~;"ti~~i°plai~ifff 10~- · ·· · · 
her to hold them until the muc1neterenced (both· irt.:the trial testimony ~rid briefj~j}~J>!adt-: i:· · · · 
cloud" ()f titigati<.m went aw~y,: Also the couple nonnaily conduc;:tea their fat,n-tfy ·fj'~~~es ~ry ·. . . 
. modestly; si.ich that it wou°Jci be utterly inconsistent of ple.intifft<> gift Se".ei;l·) h!lt.\~t'e~- tho~~and ·. 
dollars ·ro the defendant over a couple of months. Nor would her claimed ··injliries" 01· daiuo.ge . · 
fo.,1n the Marboro R~tm:h incident b~ con::;ist€llt with $400.000. Over all io transt~rring the 
$400!000 the plaintilf made it .,,.ery .clear that the defendant was to be a trustee not a do nee_ The 
d~fendant agreed to this rol~ when $e accepted the checks. 
·•CLEAN ~ANl)S1': The defendant ~lnims she is not 1·equited to retum any of the $400.000"~ue 
to the ··clemi, hnnds-- doctrine. Ess~ntially the ·-dean hands-- defense is that if a plaintiff is shown 
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Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings, Volume 1 3/24/2011 
1 Q •. And sometime in April of 2008 there was a $50,000 
... 
2 check that came to you from a company_called 
3 American Ammort, Inc. Can you tell the judge how that 
4 happened? We're going to go check by check, so let's go 
s with the first check. 
7 
8 
A. How it happened that I came to have it? 
Q. How you came to have that check. 
A. Mr. Harrentsian, who was talking about several 
9 trials he was involved with and lawsuits, and he was 
10 afraid that he might lose them and pay large legal. fees, 
11 so he asked me if I would hold the $50,000 for him and 




MR. HARRENTSIAN: Objection, Your Hono;r:. 
THE COURT: Yes, sir? 
MR. CASS: Your Honor, I don• t know if any 
16 objectio~ was interposed. 
17 MR. HARRENTSIAN: She stat~d in the 
18 pleadings I gave it to her, that I gifted it to her. 
19 THE COURT: Let.me explain how that works, 
' 
20 is that if she has stated -- yeah. She signed the 
21 pleadings, so you could ask her about that. You could 
22 ask her about her deposition and any other statements, 
23 but you've got to wait.until -- n~w, obj~ctions mean 
24 it•s a contention by the party that whatever is coming 
2s in, a person's words from the witness stand is evidence, 
26 just like a document or anything else. If that is 
21 inadmissible for some reason, such as hearsay, sue~ as 
28 lack of foundation for your Qpinion, speculation which 
Phillips L.:egal Services - Sacrame-
SF • Sacramento - Stockton (888) 3~.a- A.i.-+ r f U 
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Reporter's Partial Transcri~ of Proceedings, Volume 1 
MR. HARRENTSIAN: Yes, air. 
THE COURT: All right . Go ahead. 
3/24/2011 
3 overruled. 
4 MR. CASS: Well, I don't think she finished 
s her answer. 
G THE COURT: It's-all right. But don't 
1 hesitate to object. You know, I don•t mean to 
a discourage you from objecting, and that's true from both 
9 sides. 
10 MR. CASS: Can I' have the question re-read, 
11 Your Honor? 
12 THE CO~T: Of course. Re-read th~ 
13 question, if you please. 
14 (Thereupon the record was read as 
15 requested. } 
16 THE COURT: Continue with your answer, 
17 ma'am. 
18 THE WITNESS: He .was just always complaining 
19 that he was spending hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
20 legal fees, so, yes, .he was -- he did mention legal fees 
21 mounting as well. 
22 Q. BY MR. CASS: N~w, at the time that you got this 
23 $250,000 check, not today but back then, what was your 
24 understanding about if he asked for the money back? 
25 A. That~ would give it to him once there was no 
26 legal issu~s for him that could subject him to a loss. 
. . 
21 Q •. When you got this $250,000 check, did he say 
20 anything as to why it was from a corporation as opposed 
12 
Phllllps Legal Services - Sacr~-/\., J 
SF~ Sacramento - Stockton (888) 33- {'1t{-Cf v~rft-,er,.'J ~ 
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Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings, Volume 1 3/24/2011 
1 time in April of 2008, if -- when he gave you the check 
2 which you deposited, looks like on May the first, 2008, 
3 if you look at that exhibit; .is that when you deposited 
4 the money? 
A. Yes. 5 
6 Q. At that time back in·May of 2008, if he had asked 
7 or, rather, if his corporation American Ammort, Inc. Had 
a asked for a return of the $50,000, what was your --
9 A. Absolutely. We were·a family. It was a check 
10 written to me. I would have given it back. I did· not 
11 earn it. 
12 Q. All right. Now, when he gave you the· check in 
i3 April of 2008, was there 8-?Y discussion about how soon 
14 in time he would ask it back or if he would ever ask for 
15 it back? 
16 A. He said once the lawsuits had passed or been 
17 judged up~n. There·was no blanket statement of the 
1s exact time that it would be returned. 
19 Q. Okay. Then there ia another check in front· of 
20 you, check number -- it's a No. 26, and that's for 




Q. And it looks like on the bottom it was deposited 




Q. First of all, on the first oheok, the $50,000 
27 check, what actually di~ you do with that money? 
28 A. I deposited it into an account, then was later 
Phillips Legal Services - Sacrarr- IL.LL · 
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Reporter's Partial Transcript of Proceedings, Volume 1 3/24/2011 
1 means a guess, and there a~e about twelve other ones, 
2 then tell me what the objection is. You have probably 
3 seen it in the motion pictures, most people have, and 
4 then you have to support it by saying how the -- why you 
5 think the evidence is inadmissible. Your opponent·may 
6 come back and·say he thinks.it is admissible and then he 
7 explains why and I make it ruling. 
B MR. HARRENTSIAN:· Yes, sir. 
9 THE COURT: All . right. Go ahead. 
10 Q. BY MR. CASS: All right. Ms. Correa, when you 
11 got this $50,000 check, did he tell you anything about 
12 again the reason why -- why.~e gave you this check? 
13 A. Because of the pending lawsuits he and Ammort 
14 were a part of. Him and his corporation were named as 
1s plaintiff or defendants in a lawsuit. 
16 Q. All right. And did he state to you about what 
11 his fear was about the outcome of these potential 
1a lawsuits? 
19 A. Just losing a large amount of money and having to 
20 pay his -- not only his legal fees, I guess, but 
21 mounting legal fees to lawyers. 
22 Q. And did he ever tell you about at the time in 
23 this April of 2008, did he ever tell you anything about 
24 what when he gave you this check about if he ever 
2s expected to get it back or anything like that? 
2s A. Once rguess the lawsuit was done and over with, 
21 and whether he won, lost or·whatever the case may be, 
2e that he would be entitled to it, I guess .. I'm not sure. 
5 
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Q. And did he say anything to you at that time about 
2 whether or not it was a gift to you? 
3 A. It's a check now. Th~s was not a gift, no. He 
4· said he gave it to me to put aside for him because he'd 
s rather me and my children have it rather than those 





Q. You said -- did he say something to that effect? 
A. Yes. 
Q. All right. 
MR. HARRENTSIAN: Objection, Your Hono:r:. 
11 Hearsay. 
12 MR. CASS: It's-not hearsay. It's an 
13 admission. 
14 THE COURT: No.· I think maybe the Plaintiff 
1s is right. The fact that an·out-of-court statement is 
16 made to the truth of the matter asserted therein, 
17 hearsay. A lot of lawyers don't understand that that is 
1s part of the -- I think you do, though -- part of the 
19 that's still hearsay and has to be justified. Your 
20 point is well-taken, though. I overheard it from my 
21 soliloquy here. You are right. It's an admissi?n by a 
22 party, which is an exception to the hears.ay rule under 
23 1220 of the Evidence Code. I see a question in your 
24 look so I'll explain it to both of you. 
2s The example I use a lot is, imagine I fight in a 
26 parking lot outside a bar and there is an accretion disk 
21 of onlookers around that fight. Now, let's say there is 
2a a court action later about that fight, w~ich sometimes 
6 
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Q. BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: You stated in here that I received two hundred and 
ninety-seven thousand dollars from the banks. I've not received a dime from Wachovia. What 
happened to the a hundred and three thousand dollars? 
A. BY MS. CORREA: We've gone over thaL It was spent over the course of over 
































lsn'.t it true that you gave it to your parents buy property at 419 19th Street in Boise? 
A portion of it was. 
11/20/2009? 
Some cash of it Some of the money was. Yes. 
When was this given to them? 
April 2008, I don't know. May 2008. 
BY MR. GUGJNO: How much money did you give yo11t parents? 
BY MS. CORREA: Twenty-five thous.and. 
BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: What happened to the seventy-~ve thousand? 
BY MS. CORREA: It was --
BY MR. GUGINO: Why did you -- hold on -- did youjusfforgot about that when I 
asked you earlier what you spent that money on? 
· A. BY MS. CORREA: I did know [Indiscemible][00:13:51]t I'm sorry, I did. It just 
didn't come ac:,;oss my mind until he asked me. 
Q. BY :MR. GUGINO: Twenty-five thousand dollars for your parents, it didn't cross 
your mind? YoUl' parents still live at this house? 





























A. BY MS CORREA: Yes. 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: 41919th Street in Boise? 
A. BY MS. CORREA: North 19th Street. 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: In Boise? 
A. Yes. 
MR. HARRENTSIAN: An all cash sale. 
Q. 
A. 
BY MR. GUGINO: When did you gi_ve them this money? 
BY MS. CORREA: April or May -- I'm sorry, May-June 2008. 
Q. Do you have a record of this? 
A. I might have a money order. 
MR.GUGINO: 
MS.CORREA: 
We need a copy of that. 
Okay. 
Q. BY MR. GUGINO: _ What are your parents' names? 





Frank and what? 
Gennieve. G-E-N-N-I-E-V-E. 
What's her last name? 
H-I-L-L. 
MR.GUGINO: Okay. Sony. Go ahead. 
·:. 
Q. BY MR. HARRENTSIAN: How did you know the figure two hundred ninety-seven 
25 . thousand was withdrawn from the banks as youtve told Judge O'Flahertythat you have no access to 
2 6 any of those accounts? 
27 
28 
A. BY MS. CORREA: You were at that court too and you remember the Judge telling 
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I have reviewed the judgment you received in the state court case and I agree with your position. The 
debtor was found to have constructive trust of the funds at issue - meaning they were.not hers, they 
were entrusted to her for your benefit. While the Debtor may.have had legal title to the funds, it does 
not appear as though she had any equitable Interest in the funds. As such, the estate ontv gains legal 
title to the funds (although, given the judgment, the estate may not even have legal title to the funds). 
As such, ;I am not going to assert an interest in any of the funds still In possession of the debtor's banks. 
Furthermore, since those funds were not hers to dispose of, I will not be attempting to avoid any 
transfer of the money she made pre-petition.since those funds were {it appears) not "property of the . 
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GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV OC 1500036 
ORDER RE: PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
This matter having come before the above-captioned Court on Plaintiffs Motion for 
Summary Judgment filed April 6, 2015 (herein "Motion"), which came on for hearing on May 
11, 2015 before the Court, the Honorable Richard Greenwood presiding. Plaintiff represented 
himself, pro se, and Defendants were represented by Chad E. Bernards of Stewart Taylor & 
Morris PLLC. 
Based upon the memoranda, affidavits and other papers filed in support of and/or in 
.opposition to the Motion, oral agreement of respective parties at the hearing, the findings made 
by the Court on the record in open court at the hearing, and for good cause appearing therefor, 
ORDER RE: PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - Page 1 
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... 
The Motion is GRANTED in part and DENIED in part as set forth below. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Motion is GRANTED IN PART, as stipulated 
by Defendants' counsel in open court, as follows: 
1. Frank and Gennieve Hill are the parents of Sarah Correa. 
2. Ms. Correa is the ex-girlfriend of Plaintiff and mother of two of his children. 
3. Plaintiff wrote three (3) checks to Ms. Correa totaling $400,000 in 2008. 
4. Ms. Correa wrote checks out to Gennieve Hill in July, 2009 totaling $101,500. 
From these funds, Ms. Hill, who at the time was residing in California, transferred $104,000 to 
her sister, Yvette Bruce's account who resided in Idaho on or about October 27, 2009. 
5. That on or about October 27, 2009, the 419 N. 19th Street property was acquired 
at a trustee's sale for $96,000 after the Defendants were the highest bidders. 
6. The subject property is currently titled in the Defendants' name. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Motion is DENIED IN PART, as to the issues 
regarding: 
1. Whether the improvements made to the 419 N. 19th Street property by the 
Defendants were made in good faith; and 
2. Whether Plaintiff would be unjustly enriched by receiving the whole of the 419 N. 
19th Street property without compensating Defendants for the improvements made thereon. 
DATED thia day ~015. 
ORDER RE: PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT - Page 2 
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CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
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GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV-OC-15-00036 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
PRELIMINARY MATTERS 
This action was commenced by Antranick Harrentsian to recover real property acquired 
by Defendants Gennieve and Frank Hill with money subject to a constructive trust. Trial was 
conducted before the Court on June 22, 2015. The trial was conducted as to disputed issues of 
fact. Certain facts were not in dispute and are gleaned from admissions in the pleadings as well 
as the testimony at trial. Certain facts were found to be undisputed following arguments,on 
Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment. Those facts are reflected in the Order Re: Plaintiff's 
Motion for Summary Judgment and taken as true for the purpose of these findings of fact. It is to 
be noted that the affidavits and other materials submitted for and against the motion for summary 
judgment are not part of the trial record and were not considered in making these findings of fact 
except to the extent they are reflected in the Order Re: Plaintiffs Motion for Summary 
Judgment. 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
1. Plaintiff is an individual and a resident of Fair Oaks, California. 
2. Defendants are husband and wife and are residents of California. The subject matter of this 
lawsuit is the recovery ofreal property located in Ada County, Idaho. 
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3. For some time before June 2008 Plaintiff was in a romantic relationship and lived with 
Defendants' daughter, Sarah Catherine Correa. Ms. Correa is the mother of Plaintiffs 
children. The relationship ended in early 2009. · 
4. Sometime before July 2009 Plaintiff transferred $400,000 to Sarah Correa. The money was 
transferred to Ms. Correa with the intention that she hold it and later return it back to 
Plaintiff. Ms. Correa did not return the money. Following a trial in California held in 2011 a 
judgment was entered on October 2, 2012 declaring the moi1ey transfen-ed from Plaintiff to 
Ms. Correa to be held by Ms. Correa in constructive trust for Plaintiff. The Judgement was 
"filed as a Foreign Judgment" in Ada County on November 29, 2012. 1 Defendant Gennieve 
Hin attended the trial. No copy of the judgment was entered in evidence at trial, but 
Defendants concede that the California judgment found Ms. CoJTea's retention of the money 
wrongful and that the funds were impressed with a constructive trust. 
5. Before October, 2009 Defendants lived in California. In July of2009 the Hills began looking 
l 
for a house in the Boise area. The Hills were planning to move to Boise or the vicinity. 
Genni eve Hill looked at various properties and eventually made an offer on a house at 417 N. 
19th St., Boise, Idaho (19th Street property) that was in a pending foreclosure. The sale did 
not close and the foreclosure went forward. Defendants purchased the house at the 
foreclosure sale in October 2009. 
6. Sarah Correa gave the Hills $101,500 in July, 2009. The money was intended to be used to 
purchase the 19th Street property through a voluntary sale. When the sale fell through, the 
money was used to purchase the property at the foreclosure sale. 2 
7. The characterization of the transfer of the $101,500 is disputed. Plaintiff characterizes the 
transfer as a gift and done without consideration. Defendants characterize the transfer as a 
loan. The Court finds the transfer was a loan, not a gift. At the time the money was 
transferred, it was intended that the money would be repaid to Ms. Correa at some point. The 
Court infers from the circumstances that the loan, like many transactions between parents and 
1 See Plaintiff's Complaint,, 17 and Defendant's Answer, 7. 
2 On October 7, 2009 Defendants wired $104,000 to Defendant Gennieve Hill's sister and brother-in-law, 
Yvette and Lawrence Bruce. Ultimately, $96,000 of the $104,000 was paid to First American Title Company on 
behalf of the Hills as the purchase price of the 19th Street property. The remaining funds were ultimately returned 
to the Hills by the Bruces. 
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children, was vague or uncertain in many _of its tenns. There was no stated interest rate and 
no exact .due date. The loan was to be repaid upon resale of the house. 
8. It is not disputed that the origin of the money to purchase the real property was from funds 
originally transferred by Plaintiff to Ms. Correa. 
9. Defendant Geimieve Hill spent the remaining $5500 of the money transf~rred from Ms. 
Correa on expenses and purchases unrelated to the 19th Street prope1ty. 
10. Gennieve Hill testified that she was unaware at the time the funds were received from Ms. 
Correa that Ms. Correa had wrongfully obtained and held the funds in an as yet undeclared 
constructive trust. The Court finds this testimony credible. Defendant Gennieve Hill was 
aware in 2009 that Plaintiff had given a large sum of money to Ms. Correa. This was 
explained to her by Ms. Correa as being a gift. Ms. Correa wa:s living with Plaintiff at the 
time in a romantic relationship that included two children born of the relationship. Defendant 
Genni eve Hill believed Plaintiff to be a wealthy man because he owned two mortgage 
companies and talked about how much money he had. 
11. Defendant Frank Hill testified that he was unaware the money obtained from his daughter, 
Ms. Correa, was held by his daughter wrongfully. He further testified that he was not 
involved in obtaining the money from Ms. Correa, but that was between his wife and their 
daughter. The Court finds this testimony credible. 
12. At the time of the loan from Ms. Correa to' Defendants, the Hills were of the belief that the 
money Ms. Correa obtained from Plaintiff was a gift by Defendant to Ms. Correa. At some 
point following the trial and entry of judgment in the California case, Defendants became 
aware that the money received by Ms. Correa from the Plaintiff was wrongfully obtained or 
held by Ms. Correa. 
13. Following purchase of the 19th Street property, defendants spent $39,189.08 in repairing and 
impro_ving the real property. The repairs and improvements were reasonable and necessary. 
The repairs and improvements increased the value of the property. 
14. In addition to the money spent, defendant Frank Hill performed labor in the repair and 
improvement of the property. 
15. The property has a current value of $165,000 to 175,000. The only evi~ence of the value of 
the improvements was the amount expended in making the improvements or $39,189.08. 
The Court finds that this is the best measure of the current value of the improvements. The 
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difference between the sum of the improvements plus the·purchase price ($135,189.08) and 
the current value of the property is attributable to the rise in the market since the prope11y 
was purchased. 
16. The improvements were completed in approximately May of 2012. Defendants moved into 
the property in May, 2012 and lived there until approximately June of 2014. There is no 
evidence of the current use or occupancy of the property. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
To the extent that these Conclusions of Law ref<?r to facts not set forth above, the same 
are perceived by the Court to be mixed questions of law and fact. Any such new facts should be 
construed as additional findings of fact. 
1. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this case and the parties. 
2 .. Venue is proper in this action pursuant to I.C. §5- 401. 
3. A claim that a trust in real property has arisen by implication or operation of the law must be 
proven by clear and convincing evidence. Snider v. Arnold, 153 Idaho 641,643,289 P.3d 
43, 45, (2012); Hettinga v. Sybrandy, 126 Idaho 467, 886 P.2d 772 (1994). 
4. Idaho courts have long "recognized a trust beneficiary's right to pursue redress where trust 
property has wrongfully made its way into the hands of a third party." Taylor v. Maile, 142 
Idaho 253, 260, 127 P.3d 156, 163 (2005). "A beneficiary of a trust may follow and recover 
a trust fund as long as it can be identified either in its original or substituted fom1, providing 
it has not passed into the hands of a bona fide purchaser for value without notice." Id. at 260, 
127 P.3d at 163. (citng Kite v. Eckley, 48 Idaho 454,460,282 P. 868, 870 (1~29) See, also, 
Restatement (Third) of Restitution and Unjust Enrichment§ 58 (1) (2011): "A claimant 
entitled to restitution from property may obtain restitution from any traceable product of that 
prope11y, without regard to subsequent changes of form." 
5. Defendants concede, at the Court finds, that the Plaintiffs funds in the hands of Sarah Correa 
were held in constructive trust. This is not the equivalent of Defendant's agreeing they were 
aware of the trust nature of the funds at the time the loan was made by Ms. Co1Tea. Ms. 
Co1Tea did not obtain the funds by fraud or d,eceit. They were voluntarily transferred to her 
by Plaintiff. Under the circumstances of this case, knowledge that the funds for the loan 
originated with Plaintiff is not the equivalent of knowledge that the funds were wrongfully 
withheld by Ms. Correa and subject to a trust. 
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6. The fact that some terms of the loan were indefinite does not render the transaction a gifr. 
7. The loan from Ms. Correa to Defendants Hill is an asset traceable to the trust and the loan is 
recoverable by Plaintiff under its terms the same as though Ms. Correa had deposited funds 
with a lender or brokerage company. I.e., Plaintiff could have elected to simply enforce the 
loan. 
8. Defendants concede, and the evidence is clear, that thel 9th Street property was acquired with 
the proceeds of the loan from Ms. Correa to Defendants Hill. 
9. Defendants are not bona fide purchasers for value. They did not purchase anything from the 
trust or the constructive trustee. They borrowed money that they used to purchase the 
property. 
10. Plaintiff has argued strenuously that this case should result in transfer oftitle to him without. 
more. In his view this case should be governed by the rule exemplified in Illustration 1 to 
· §58 of the Restatement.3 He ignores that the illustration does not include improvements to 
the real-estate sought to be recovered. He also ignores that this is an equitable proceeding 
and "he who seeks equity must first do equity." 
11. Defendants Hall are best characterized as innocent recipients of a benefit as recognized in the 
Restatement (Third) of Restitution §65: "If receipt of a benefit has led a recipient without 
notice to change position in such manner that an obligation to make restitution of the original 
benefit would be inequitable to the recipient, the recipient's liability in restitution is to that 
extent reduced." 
As explained in the commentary, 
The defense of change of position is available only to a recipient without notice ... , 
and only to the extent that an obligation to make restitution would be inequitable to 
the recipient. The defense is therefore unavailable to a conscious wrongdoer ... or to 
a recipient who is primarily responsible for his own unjust enrichment. ... The 
affilmative defense of change of position gives effect to inherent limitations of a 
liability based on unjust enrichment, and it is an important device by which the law 
of restitution justifies the imposition of liability independent of fault. 
In the case law of restitution, change of position ( or "changed circumstances") 
appears almost exclusively as a defense to an action to recover a payment induced by 
mistake. Nevertheless the rule of this section is stated in more general terms. It gives 
3 In summary, the Illustration posits the case where a secretary embezzles funds from an estate, makes a gift 
of the funds to her Uncle who then purchases a house. The executor of the estate is allowed to trace the embezzled 
funds into the house and recover the house from the Uncle. 
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effect to general principles of unjust enrichment, and it must therefore be applicable 
in a proper case to any liability in restitution. 
Restatement (Third) of Restitution and Unjust Enrichment §65 (2011), Comment a. 
12. In this case Defendants made valuable improvements on the real estate that Plaintiff seeks to 
recover. They did so before notice of the wrongful nature of their daughter's acquisition of 
the money she loaned to them. The purchase was completed and the improvements made 
before Defendants were on notice that the loan from their daughter was m~de with trust 
funds. Whether it is viewed as a defense to Plaintiffs claim to ownership of the property or 
as a matter of unjust enrichment if title to the 19th Street property is transferred to Defendant 
without recognizing the improvements made by Defendants, it would be inequitable to 
require transfer of the property without accounting for the contributions Defendants made to 
the property. 
13. "Except as to a party against whom a judgment is entered by default, every final judgment 
shall grant the relief to which the party in whose favor it is rendered is entitled, even if the 
party has not demanded such relief in his pleadings." I.R.C.P. 54(c). "In equity proceedings 
a district judge has a wide discretion in exercising authority necessary to protect all 
interests." In re Receivership of Great W Beet Sugar Co., 22 Idaho 328, 125 P. 799, 801 
(1912). C.f Chatterton v. Luker, 66 Idaho 242, 158 P.2d 809 (1945). 
14. The court deems the appropriate remedy here to order transfer of the property _Plaintiff, but 
that the property be impressed with an equitable lien in favor of Defendants. The an1ount of 
the equitable lien is $39,189.08 less $5,500 representing the difference between the amount 
of the loan proceeds that went to purchase price of the property and the amount of the loan 
impressed with the trust. This results in a lien in the amount of $33,689.08 
15. Defendants urge that the provisions ofl.C. §§ 6-414 through 6-418, also known as the 
"betterments statutes," apply to this circumstance. Under these statutes, a party that made 
improvements to land that is thereafter deemed to belong to another is entitled to restitution 
for those improvements if the improvements were made "under color of title" and "in good 
faith." Bach v: Miller, 144 Idaho 142, 146, 158 P.3d 305, 309 (2007). These statutes are 
intended to deal with the circumstances where a party's claim to ownership or real property 
fails due to a defect in the title acquired. There is no defect or superior claim to ownership of 
the property here. Plaintiffs claim to ownership of the property is derived from Defendants' 
title. His claim to title is adverse only in the sense that he is entitled to transfer of the 
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property from them as a remedy under plinciples of restitution. Chapter 4 of Idaho Code 
Title 6 does not apply to this case. 
16. The testimony at trial suggests the property could be sold in 30 to 60 days in today's market 
for that area of town. Given that the Plaintiff lives in California, may not be familiar with the 
local market and may decide to keep the property rather than sell it, the Court will allow 
Plaintiff 180 days from entry of judgment to satisfy the equitable lien. After that date, 
Defendant's may commence proceedings to foreclose their lien. 
17. Plaintiffs are to forthwith upon entry of judgment execute and deliver to Plaintiff a Deed 
transferring all of Defendants' right, title, and interest in the 191h Street Property with 
appurtances, to Plaintiff. If the parties cannot agree on the proper legal description for the 
judgment and deed,4 upon application of either party, the Court will hear further testimony 
and determine the proper legal description. Defendants shall also assign or transfer to 
Plaintiff any leases and security deposits if the property is currently being rented. If the 
property is currently being rented, all rents attributable to the time after entry of these 
findings of fact and conclusions of law shall also belong to Plaintiff. 
18. The Court will retain jurisdiction for purpose of carrying out this decision and the judgment 
to been entered. 
19. Counsel for Defendant is ordered to submit a form of judgment, which shall include a legal 
description of the property, for the entry. Cow1sel is reminded to comply with I.R.C.P. 54(a). 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
Dated this 3 day of August, 20 
4 The evidence in the record does not contain a legal description and the Court is not convinced the legal 
description in the complaint is suitable for use in the deed. 
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. CERT~TE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on this~ day of August, 2015, I mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
CHAD EDWARD BERNARDS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
12550 W. EXPLORER DRIVE, STE. 100 
BOISE, ID 83713 
ANTRANICK HARRENTSIAN 
8065 DORIAN WAY 
FAIR OAKS, CA 95628 
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Fax No.: (208) 345-4461 
Attorneys for Defendants Gennieve and Frank Hill 
, RICH, Clerk 
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DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 




Case No. CV OC 1500036 
JUDGMENT 
.. 
GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants. 
JUDGMENT IS ENTERED AS FOLLOWS: 
. . . . 
1. Defendants Hill, upon entry of this· Judgment shall forthwith execute and deliver to 
Plaintiff a deed transferring all of Defendants' right, title and interest in and to that 
certain real property with a common address of 419 N. 19th Street, Boise, Idaho 
83702, and legally described as: 
THE SOUTHERLY 61 FEET OF LOT 4 IN BLOCK 27 OF 
MCCARTY'S 18T ADDITION, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT 
THEREOF, ,FILED IN BOOK· 4 OF PLATS AT. PAGE 185, 
RECORDS OF ADA COUNTY, IDAHO 
(hereinafter "Property"). 
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2. An equitable lien in the sum of $33,689.08 is impressed upon the above referenced 
Property in the favor of the Defendants. 
3. Plaintiff, no later than 180 days from entry of this Judgment, shall pay to the 
Defendants Hill the sum of $33,689.08 to satisfy the equitable lien impressed upon 
the Property. If said sum is not paid to Defendants Hill by the Plaintiff within 180 
days from entry of this Judgment, Defendants Hill may commence proceedings to 
foreclosure upon their lien upon the Property. 
4. Defendants Hill shall assign and/or transfer to Plaintiff any leases and security 
deposits attributable or relating to the Property if it is being leased at the time this 
Judgment is entered. 
5. Any and all rents attributable to the Property as of August 3, 2015 and thereafter 
JUDGMENT - Page 2 
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CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this _1j_ day of ~r: , 2015, I caused to be 
served a true and correct copy of the foregoing by the mthod indicated below, and addressed to 
the following: 
Antranick Harrentsian ~ U.S. Mail 8065 Dorian Way Hand Delivered 
Fair Oaks, CA 95628 D Facsimile 
Pro Se Plaintiff D Electronic Mail 
Chad E. Bernards ~ U.S. Mail STEWART TAYLOR & MORRIS PLLC Hand Delivered 
12550 W. Explorer Drive, Suite 100 D Facsimile 208-345-4461 
Boise, Idaho 83713 D Electronic Mail 
Attorneyfor Defendants 
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Case No. CV-OC-1500036 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED RESPONDENT(S), GENNIEVE HILL AND FRANK HILL, AND 
THE PARTY'S ATTORNEY, CHAD BERNARDS, 12550 W. EXPLORER DRIVE, SUITE 
100, BOISE, IDAHO 83713, AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above named Appellant, ANTRANICK HARRENTSIAN, appeals against the 
above-named Respondents to the Idaho Supreme Court from the final judgment entered in the 
above-entitled action on the 14TH day of September, 2015, Honorable Judge Richard D. 
Greenwood presiding. 
~ . 2. That the party has a right to appeal to-the Idaho Supreme Court, and the judgment 
described in paragraph 1 above is appealable under and pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 
1 l(a)(l). 
3. Appellant provides the following preliminary statement on appeal which the 
Appellant then intends to assert in the appeal. This preliminary statement, however, provides 
only preliminary issues and shall in no way prevent the Appellant from asserting other issues on 
appeal. The preliminary issues on appeal are: 
a. Did the district court err in characterizing the Defendants/Respondents as 
"innocent recipients of a benefit as recognized in the Restatement (Third) of Restitution 
§65"? 
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b. Did the district court err by failing to recognize that the 
Defendants/Respondents received notice of their daughter's (Sarah Correa) theft when 
Defendant Gennieve Hill attended the trial between the Plaintiff/ Appellant and Sarah 
Correa on March 24, 2011? 
c. Did the district court err by finding that the money provided to the 
Defendants/Respondents by their daughter (Sarah Correa) was a loan? 
d. Did the district court err by finding that all of the real property 
improvements made by the Defendants/Respondents were completed before the 
Defendants/Respondents "were on notice that the loan from their daughter was made with 
trust funds"? 
e. Did the district court err by finding that the money obtained by 
Defendants/Respondent's daughter (Sarah Correa) from the Plaintiff/Appellant was not 
obtained by fraud or deceit? 
f. Did the district court err by awarding all rental income from the real 
property at issue to the Plaintiff/Appellant, attributable onlY, after the entry of the findings 
of facts, rather than from the date the Defendants/Respondents were served with the 
Plaintiff/Appellant's lis pendens notice,? 
g. Did the district court err by giving the Plaintiff/ Appellant only 180 days 
from entry of judgment to satisfy the equitable lien? 
h. Did the district court abuse its discretion in excluding the 
Plaintiff/Appelant's trial exhibits as a sanction for discovery violations? 
5. (A) Is a reporter's transcript requested? YES 
(B) The appellant requests the preparation of the following portions of the reporter's 
transcript: 
(a) From the trial held on 6/22/15, the testimony of Gennieve Hill, the testimony 
from the second appearance of Antranick Harrentsian, and Judge Greenwood's ruling 
excluding the Plaintiff/ Appellant's exhibits as evidence. 
(b) Plaintiff Antranick Harrentsian's closing argument. 
6. The appellant requests the following documents to be included in the clerk's record in 
addition to those automatically included under Rule 28, I.AR. 
a. Plaintiff's Reply to Defendant's Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motipn 
for Summary Judgment (filed 5/04/2015). 
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7. I certify: 
(a) that a copy of this notice of appeal has been served on each reporter of whom a transcript has 
been requested as named below at the address set out below: 
Name and address: Frances Casey, Transcription Department, 4th Floor, Ada County 
Courthouse, 200 West Front Street, Boise, ID 83702. 
(b) (1) [x] That the clerk of the district court or administrative agency has been paid the estimated 
fee for preparation of the reporter's transcript. 
(c) (1) [x] That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk's or agency's record has been paid: 
(d) (1) [x] That the appellate filing fee has been paid. 
(e) That.service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant to Rule 20. 
State of Idaho 




___ A ........... \1\/_t_r._eyc., ..... .... l~l----M .... ri_r.'""'"r; .... ,d .... Js_._."'"",~---___ , being sworn, deposes and says: 
That the party is the appellant in the above-entitled appeal, and that all statements in this 
notice of appeal are true and correct to the best Jf_~r her knowledge and belief. 
1//1/lfc . 
Signature of Appellant 






CALIFORNIA NOTARY CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT/JURAT 
ADDENDUM (FOR USE IN CA ONLY) 
For use for CA Notary Acknowledgment only: 
A notary public or other officer completing 
this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual who signed the document to 
which this certificate is attached, and not 
the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of 
that document. 
State of California 
County of ____ _ 
On before me ___________ (here insert name and title of officer), 
personally appeared who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the attached 
[name of document) instrument and acknowledged to me that 
he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their 
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s) or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted 
executed the instrument. 
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 
WITNESS my hand and official seal 
_______________ (Signature) 
For use for CA Notary Jurat only: 
A notary public or other officer completing 
this certificate verifies only the identity of 
the individual who signed the document to 
which this certificate is attached, and not 
the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of 
that document. 




JUDY A. BOURGEOIS 
COMM.# 2097561 ; 
NOTARY PUBLIC· CALIFORNIA !iii 
SACRAMENTO COUNTY 
Wt,/ Olffllffl, !Mjiifl!s Fell, 1412G19 
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Antranick Harrentsian 
Full Name of Party Filing Document 
8065 Dorian Way 
Mailing Address (Street or Post Office Box) 
Fair Oaks. CA 95628 
City, State and Zip Code 
916-512-5934 
Telephone 
. OCT O 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D 
By KELLE WEG:~~· Clerk 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 




Gennieve Hill and Frank Hill 
Defendant. 
STATE OF California ) 
) ss. 
County of Sacramento ) 
I swear under oath: 
Case No. CV-OC-2015-00036 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
1. I am a resident of Sacramento County, State of California, over the age of eighteen (18) years, 
and not a party to the above-entitled action. 
2'. On the 30th day of September, 2015, I served by mail copies of the "Notice of Appeal" on the 
Defendants/Respondents, Frank and Gennieve, at 2585 Sierra Boulevard, Sacramento, CA 




AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 





Chad E. Bernards ISB # 7441 
STEWART TAYLOR & MORRIS PLLC 
12550 W. Explorer Drive, Suite 100 
Boise, Idaho 83713 
Telephone:(208) 345-3333 
Fax No.: (208) 345-4461 
Attorneys for Defendants/Respondents, 
Gennieve and Frank Hill 
NO. \ \'.st FIL~~----
A.M , -, 
OCT 1 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cieri( 
By STACEY LAFFEATV 
DEPU'TY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 




GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants/Respondents. 
Case No. CV OC 1500036 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL 
TRANSCRIPT AND RECORD ON 
APPEAL 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED APPELLANT, ANTRANICK HARRENTSIAN; 
AND THE COURT REPORTER AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE ENTITLED 
COURT: 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that the Defendants/Respondents in the above entitled 
proceeding hereby request, pursuant to Rule 19, I.A.R., the inclusion of the following materials 
in the clerk's record and trial transcript in addition to that required to be included by the I.A.R. 
and the Notice of Appeal filed on October 5, 2015 by Plaintiff/Appellant, Antranick Harrentsian. 
1. Clerk's Record: 
a. Order Re: Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment (August 3, 2015). 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL TRANSCRIPT 
AND RECORD ON APPEAL - Page 1 
ORIGINAL 
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2. Trial Transcript: 
a. The entire trial transcript (electronic format) from the court trial held on June 
22, 2015. 
3. I certify that a copy of this request for additional transcript has been served on the 
court reporter named below at the address also set forth below, and that the estimated number of 
additional pages being requested is 106. 
Frances Casey 
Official Court Reporter, Ada County Courthouse 
200 West Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
4. I further certify that this request for additional record and the trial transcript has 
been served upon all parties required to be served pursuant to Rule 20. 
Dated this I .5day of October, 2015. 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL TRANSCRIPT 
AND RECORD ON APPEAL - Page 2 
Chad RBernard6 
Attorney for the Respondents, 
Gennieve and Frank Hill 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this / 5 day of October, 2015, I caused to be served a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing by the method indicated below, and addressed to the following: 
Antranick Harrentsian 
8065 Dorian Way 




REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL TRANSCRIPT 
AND RECORD ON APPEAL - Page 3 
U.S. Mail 
Hand Delivered 













Frank Hill and Gennieve Hill, ) 
Defendants-Respondents. ) 
Docket No. 43627-2015 
' 
Notice of Transcript Lodged 
Notice is hereby given that on November 16, 2015, 
I lodged one (1) original and three (3) copies of transcripts 181 pages in length, 
as listed below, for the above referenced appeal with 
the District Court Clerk of Ada County, Fourth Judicial District. 
TRANSCRIPT LODGED 
Trial - June 22, 2015 
000095
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 




GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants-Respondents. 
Supreme Court Case No. 43627 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
the State of Idaho in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify: 
That the attached list of exhibits is a true and accurate copy of the exhibits being 
forwarded to the Supreme Court on Appeal. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the said 
Court this 25th day of November, 2015. 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
HONORABLE RICHARD D. GREENWOOD 
CLERK: KATHY PATARO 




GENNIEVE HILL, et al, 
Gase No. CVOC15.00036 
EXHIBIT LIST 
pefendants, 
Counsel for Plaintiff: Prose 
Counsel for Defendant: Chad Bernards 
PLAINTIFF'S EXHIBITS 
1 Order to Show Cause - SCV25631 (copy) 
13 Reporter's Partial Transcript (copy) 
15 US s Bankruptcy Court - voluntary petition 
18 Tentative Statement· of Discions (copy) 
19 Lis Pendens 
21 Declaration of Sarah Correa 
DEFENDANT'S EXHIBITS 
500 Copies of Receipts 
501 Ledger of Expenses 
503 Pictures Before and After 






















IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 




G~NNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants-Respondents. 
Supreme Court Case No. 43627 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that I have 
personally served or mailed, by either United States Mail or Interdepartmental Mail, one copy of 
the following: 
CLERK'S RECORD AND REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 
to each of the Attorneys of Record in this cause as follows: 
ANTRANICK HARRENTSIAN 
APPELLANT PRO SE 
FAIR OAKS, CALIFORNIA 
NO'J 2 5 201S 
Date of Service: --------
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
CHAD E. BERNARDS 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 




. GENNIEVE HILL and FRANK HILL, 
Defendants-Respondents. 
Supreme Court Case No. 43627 
CERTIFICATE TO RECORD 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the 
State ofldaho, in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing record in 
the above-entitled cause was compiled under my direction and is a true and correct record of the 
pleadings and documents that are automatically required under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules, 
as well as those requested by Counsel. 
I FURTHER CERTIFY, that the Notice of Appeal was filed in the District Court on the 
5th day of October, 2015. 
CERTIFICATE TO RECORD 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICJdl1''~1; 1~~•,,,,, 
Clerk of the District Qo~ bi': ....... Ic4 '11,, 
....... & •• •• < ,, 
: :'.',.) •• •• <:), rw : (J 0• ~\\i STATE•. ~ \ ~A • ~ .-i • 
By ~... - : ~: - . . Deputy Clerk ; • D q-\O : [; : 
- • \ I"' •• .. -:.~·· . ~: ,:. (?- •• •• t, ... ... 
,, h, ••••••••• <:;j.::::, .. .. ,, ,y.., c; .. . 
,,, ND FOR i1,.UI- ,,, ~,, ,,, ,,,,, .. ,11, 
